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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO1 (Steve Emslie, City of Palo Alto Transportation Division, March 24, 2010)
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Lo0i gty of Palo Alt(_)
Office of the City Manager )

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET

CITY OF PALO ALTO
Transportation Division
P.O. Box 10250 250 Hamilton Avenue, 5™ Floor .
: a1 916-322-08
Palo Alto, CA 9430%-0862 Main Phone: (650) 329-2520 FAX Transmittal 916-322-0827
March 24, 2010
DATE: 3/24/10__ TIME: -

SE————

Dominic Spaethling, Regional Manager
. California High Speed I.ail Authority
FROM: Gayle Likeiis_ FAX #: _(650) 617-3108 925 L Street, Suite 142¢

Sacramento, CA 95814

SENDER'S . Re:  Request for 30 Duy Extension of Comment Period for Revised Draft Program EIR
PHONE: 650-329-2136__ for the Bay Arvit (o Central Valley High Speed Train
SCANNED & UPLOADED

Dear Mr. Spaethling:

PLEASE DELIVER TIHESE PAGES TO:

that the 45 day comment period be extended by an additional 30

The City of Palo Alto requ
e limited 45 day comment period is highly constraining for review and

days to May 26, 2010.

=

CAHSR - Docusent CowmroL

NAME: Do ninic SPGEﬂ'l“ﬂﬁ' evaluation of such a sig 1iticant document. The extended period is necessary to 1) fully review
and understand the find ngs in the DEIR and 2) better inform the Palo Alto community about the
: oy . ’ . implications of the find ngs, including holding a community meeting, and review of comments on | 1,001-1
COMPANY: California High Speed Rail Authority_____ the DEIR by the City's *linning and Transportation Commission and City Council. The City

believes this outreach will best serve the community of Palo Alto and the HSRA by providing
more cohesive and thoughtful comments on the DEIR and its implications for Palo Alto.

LOCATION:  Sa:ramento, CA

“Thank you for consider ny: this request, and please let us know as soon as possible whether the
FAX # 91-322-0827. : deadling will be extendid. If you or ofhers have questions, please feel free to contact me or City
Manager James Keene.

NUMBER OF PAGES (Including Cover Sheet): 2

COMMENTS:

Deputy City Manager

i B ce City Council

. Mehdi Morshec , HSRA
Robert Doty, Peniasula Rail Project
James Keene, ity Manager

PO. Box 10250
Palo Alto, CA 94303
650.329.2563
650.325.5025 fax

Peinted with say-bsaecd inks on 100% wyeled paper procesu-d withons ciloring
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LOO1 (Steve Emslie, City of Palo Alto Transportation Division, March 24, 2010)

LOO1-1

Consistent with CEQA requirements, the Authority has provided a 45-
day public comment period under CEQA, from March 11, 2010, to
April 26, 2010. The Authority has not extended the comment period
beyond April 26, 2010, however, the Revised Draft Program EIR
Material has been publicly available since March 4, 2010, a week
before the official 45-day public comment period commenced on
March 11, 2010. The document has therefore been available to the
public for a total of 52 days.
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 (City Manager, City of Palo Alto Planning and Community Environment, April 12, 2010)

Loo2

City of Palo Alto
City Manager's Report

TO: HONORABLE CI'TY COUNCIL
FROM: CITY MANAGER DEPARTMENT: PLANNING

AND COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENT
DATE: APRIL 12,2010 CMR: 211:10

REPORT TYPE: STUDY SESSION

SUBJECT: Review and Comment on Revised Draft Program EIR for the Bay Area to
Central Valley High Speed Train and Monthly Update on City Activities
Related to the California High Speed Rail Project

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council provide comments on the outline for the City’s comments on
the Revised Draft Program EIR for the Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train project and
direct staff to return with a draft final comment letter for Council approval on April 19.

BACKGROUND

On November 4, 2008, the voters of California approved initial bond funding for the California
High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) detailed environmental studies and plans for the
construction of high speed rail from Los Angeles to San Francisco, via San Jose and the Caltrain
corridor.  The HSRA consulting team for the San Francisco to San Jose Project Level
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) began work in early 2009. On March 30, 2009, Council
approved a “scoping” comments letter to forward to CHSRA and a Memorandum of
Understanding to join the Peninsula Cities Consortium (PCC). A City Counci] subcommittce
was appointed and the City has established a web page to keep the community informed about
the project at: www.cityofpaloalto.org/cahsr.  On May 18, 2009, the City Council adopted
Guiding Principles (Attachment D) to provide direction to the City’s High Speed Rail Ad Hoc
Committee. On March 15, 2010, the Council designated the Ad Hoc Committee a Standing
Committee of the City Council.

SSION
This report provides information on the review of the Bay Arca to Central Valley Revised Draft
Program EIR and an update regarding activities related to the High Speed Rail project that have
been undertaken since the last report on March 15.

Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
In August 2008, a group of petitioners filed a lawsuit in Sacramento County Superior Court
claiming the Authority’s Final Bay Arca to Central Valley Program Environmental Impact

CMR: 211:10 T puge 1 of4

12

L002-1

Report (PEIR) (Attachment F) violated the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) n
numerous ways. (Town of Atherton, et al., v. California High-Speed Rail Authority, et al).

On August 26, 2009, the Court ruled that the Program EIR required revision and recirculation in
the several arcas to comply with CEQA related to the San Jose to Gilroy section and noise and
vibration impacts. On December 3, 2009, HSRA rescinded the certification of the 2008 Program
EIR and directed Authority staff to prepare the necessary revisions (o the PEIR and circulate
them in accordance with CEQA for public comment

On March 4, 2010, the HSRA released a Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(Attachment B). A 45-day public comment period began on March 11, 2010, and will end on
April 26, 2010. (Palo Alto has formally requested a 30-day extension of the comment period,
but has not received a reply from HSRA). The document includes the changes made in response
to the court decision, focused on the Gilroy-San Jose alignment and alternatives to using the
Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way. It does respond in detail to the noise and vibration issues
cited in the Court ruling.

Included in this packet is a memorandum from the City Attorney which describes a framework
for providing comments on the Revised Program EIR, and implications of the availability of new
information to reopen comments on the full 2008 Program EIR.

Staff has retained an environmental consulting firm to assist with the preparation of comments.
A draft of the outline for comments on the Revised PEIR is provided as Attachment A. The
outline includes all of the potential subject areas to be covered by the City’s comments on the
revised draft PEIR as well as the original Program EIR. Staff requests that the Council provide
comments on the outline including any other areas for comment. Staff will then prepare a
detailed comment letter for Council review and approval on April 19.

To facilitate discussion, several documents are attached to this report or links to documents
related to High Speed Rail are provided as background for the Council’s review of the Revised
PEIR, including:
« A copy of the Cities of Menlo Park and Atherton lawsuit challenging the validity of the
original Program EIR. Many of the reasons for challenge might be similar to reasons
Palo Alto might challenge the Revised Draft Program EIR (Attachment B).

« A copy of the decision on that lawsuit, finding deficiencies in the analysis for the Gilroy-
San Jose segment and related to vibration impacts (Attachment C).
The Planning and Transportation Commission discussed the Revised PEIR on April 7 and
prepared comments for Council’s consideration. A memo summarizing the Commission’s
discussion and the PTC draft minutes will be provided to the City Council at-places on April 12.

San Francisco to San Jose HST Preliminary Project Alternatives Analysis Report
The Preliminary Allernatives Analysis (AA) Report was released for circulation and presented to
the HSRA Board on April 8.

Page 2 of 4
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 — Continued

The City has retained the engineering firm Hatch Mott MacDonald to conduct an independent
peer review of technical conclusions in the AA, such as tunneling feasibility and other below
grade options, costs, and railroad operations. The scope of work includes full technical review
and participation in meetings with the Ad Hoc Committee, City Council and a community
meeting.  Staff will schedule two community meetings prior to the City Council finalizing
comments on the report.

Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)

The Peninsula Rail Program (PRP) adopted Context Sensitive Solutions, a dynamic, two-way
collaborative process, to support the active involvement of Peninsula communities in the

T, 2008 Final Program EIR for Central Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail P
Council only, available online at: htipvawww.cahighspeedrail.ca.govilibrary

COURTESY COPIES
Nadia Naik, Californians for Responsible Rail Design (CAARD)
Dominic Spacthling, California High Speed Rail Authority

4) ' ) y
PREPARED BY: - Se3tuls e’

planning and design of California High-Speed Rail and Caltrain 2025 projects. int Specialist
gt

CSS is a collaborative and interdisciplinary approach that involves all stakeholders to develop a ) ]
transportation project that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic, aesthetic, historic, and . / ”

. . AR o . APPROVED BY: L5 ———
cenvironmental resources while maintaining safety and mobility. CSS offers an opportunity for STEVE EMSLIE
communities, stakeholders, and project sponsors to collaborate to define key values, priorities, . T ’2,{ e

Deputy City Manager

measures of success, and context considerations.

The PRP has prepared a CSS Toolkit which will guide the process, and has posted the Toolkit on
its website at hitp://www.caltrain.com/peninsularailprogram_csstoolkit.html.

Nex;
The next milestones for the Project are:

Release of San Francisco to San Jose Preliminary Alternatives Analysis — April 8, 2010
End comment period for Bay Arca to Central Valley Revised PEIR - April 26, 2010
Draft EIR/EIS — First Quarter of 2011

Final EIR/EIS - End of 2011

POLICY IMPLICATIONS
The recommendations in this report are consistent with existing Council policy direction related
to the California High Speed Rail Project.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The recommendations in this report do not constitute a project requiring environmental review
under the California Environmental Quality Act.

ATTACHMENTS

. Draft Outline for Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley Draft Revised Program EIR

. Menlo Park/Atherton Litigation v. High Speed Rail Authority

Court Decision re: Menlo Park/Atherton Litigation

. Guiding Principles

. Revised Draft Program EIR for Central Valley to Bay Arca High Speed Rail Project, March
2010 {Council only, available online at:

hipsZwww,cabighspeedrail.ca.gov/librarv.asp?n=9274 )

OO w >
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 - Continued

ATTACHMENT A

Outline for Comments on the
Revised Draft Program EIR for the
Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train

General Comments and Process

No scoping sessions or public meetings on the Second Program EIR/EIS were held
anywhere on the Peninsula between San Jose and San Francisco, and Peninsula cities
were absent from the Outreach Before Draft Program EIR/EIS process
Significant new information exists that makes the earlier Program EIR/EIS invalid and
requires a recirculation of the document
o The ridership and revenue modeling used for the analysis and alternatives
comparison is flawed, particularly giver: the new information provided in the
2009 Business Plan update
o New information on project impacts and alternatives is being discovered during
the project-level environmental review for the San Francisco to San Jose and San
Jose to Merced segments, and this new information may indicate new or
increased impacts, and new feasible alternatives or mitigation measures
o New alternatives have been suggested to the Union Pacific/Monterey Highway
alignments
o New information regarding the use of the Monterey Highway median for
portions of the right-of-way results in new questions regarding noise, land use,
property, traffic, and construction impacts
o The recently announced project to conduct a seismic retrofit of the State Route 92
San Mateo highway bridge opens the possibility of placing a HST crossing in
conjunction with that rebuilt bridge
o The need to evaluate impacts from Union Pacific’s refusal to share its right-of-
way opens up the possibility of considering new alternative alignments for not
only the Pacheco Pass alignment but also the Altamont Pass alignment, including|
an Altamont Pass alignment that would run along State Route 84 through the
East Bay rather than along the Union Pacific right-of-way.

Project Description

Document fails to adequately describe the location of the project, including the proposed
right-of-way and station locations, and the degree of uncertainty regarding these
locations

Document fails to adequately indicate the extent the project would require acquisition of
private property through eminent domain

Project description is internally inconsistent

Document fails to indicate exactly where grade separations would take place (all or only
some of the existing intersections) and whether pedestrian crossings would be added

L002-2

L002-3

L002-4

L002-5

L002-6

L002-7

Business Plan

Document fails to provide an explanation of the methodology used to calculate ridership
figures L0028
Document fails to include an explanation of what portions of projected ridership would

occur regardless of whether the project was approved or regardless of the atignment

alternative chosen

Document fails to include a full tabulation and explanation of project costs, 1,002-9
methodologies for calculating costs, costs for each alternative and sub-alternative, costs
for tunnels through developed urban areas, and costs for developing ridership
Document fails to include a tabulation of expected funding sources for the project
Document fails to address construction costs, including full economic cost of eminent

| Loo2-10

|T,O02-11
domain
Document fails to address how nearby businesses would be affected during project

L002-12
construction, whether small businesses will survive, and how city tax revenues may be

affected as a result

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

General Comments

Document identifies a Peninsula alignment and station locations, but fails to fully Lo02.13
identify, analyze, and mitigate all Peninsula-related environmental impacts from that “
specific alignment and those specific station Jocations .
Document fails to disclose or adequately analyze the project’s potential impacts | L002-14
associated with the use of the Caltrain and/or Union Pacific shared right-of-way
Document fails to discuss the potential necessity of locating the project alignment away
from the Union Pacific right-of-way, both in the San Francisco to San Jose segment and
the San Jose to Gilroy segment, due to Union Pacific’s refusal to share a right-of-way
with the HST system

Mitigation measures used in the document are often inadequate, and in some cases so
poorly described as to make it impossible to determine the feasibility of the mitigation

L002-15

L002-16

measure
Document fails to address significance criteria within each local jurisdiction

Impact discussion focuses on a corridor 50 feet to either side of the existing corridor or
50 feel to cither side of the centerline of the new HST alignments, when the document
should focus on a wider corridor for impacts, such as 500 feet to either side

Document fails to indicate how the HST would affect Caltrain service (both during
construction and operation), and whether Caltrain would be able to continue providing

| L.002-17

L002-18

L002-19

express service

Document uses flawed assumptions in determining impact significance
Document fails to address how grade separations will affect traffic, air emissions, noise, |L002-21
Jand use (separation of communities), and aesthetics

| Loo2-20

'CALIFORNIA
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 - Continued

Aesthetics
«  Document fails to address the visual impacts of 45 miles of sound walls proposed as |L002722
mitigation for noise impacts
e Document fails to address the visual impacts of elevated structures | Loo2-23
«  Document fails to address shade and shadow impacts of sound walls and elevated |L002-24
structures
o Document fails to adequately indicate how sound walls would address aesthetics |LOOZ-25
impacts for elevated railway, and fails to indicate height of sound walls
o Document fails to address visual impact of new utility lines | L0226
e Document fails to address how the absence of screening trees along certain segments |L002727
affects the impact significance of new utility poles and wires
«  Document fails to address how any new vehicle or pedestrian overpasses would affect | 1.002-28
the visual environment
«  Document fails to address whether the project would include nighttime lighting, and L00229
what impact such lighting would have on neighboring uses, particularly two-story
residences
Agriculture
«  Document fails to adequately address the loss of prime agricultural land, particularly if
the proposed right-of-way must be relocated away from the Caltrain/Union Pacific Lo02-30
right-of-way within the San Jose to Gilroy corridor; this relocation could be necessitated
by Union Pacific's refusal to share a right-of-way with the HST system
«  Document fails to address the indirect loss of agricultural lands due to induced sprawl | 100231
development at proposed station locations
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases
o Document fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the project’s potential air quality |
impacts, including the production of greenhouse gases and contribution to global 100232
climate change
e Document fails to adequately compare air quality and greenhouse gas emissions |L002733
between the alternatives (elevated, at grade, below grade, underground)
o Document uses flawed assumptions in the impact analysis |LOOZ-34

Biological Resources

Document fails to address the potential loss of valuable wildlife habitat, including

wetlands, particularly if the proposed right-of-way must be relocated away from the L002-35
Caltrain/Union Pacific right-of-way anywhere along the San Francisco to Gilroy

corridior; this relocation could be necessitated by Union Pacific’s refusal to share a right-

of-way with the HST system

Document fails to address impacts to trimming or removal of mature or heritage trees |L002-36
along project alignment

Document fails to address impacts to El Palo Alto, the iconic heritage redwood tree in |L002-37
Palo Alto

Cultural Resources

e Document fails to address impacts to historic resources and Native American L002-38
archaeological sites along the alignment
Environmental Justice
e Document uses incorrect methodology for analysis | L002-39
Geology and Seismicity
«  Document fails to adequately address potential impacts and risks associated with the | L002-40

rail line crossing several active and potentially active fault zones
e Document fails to adequately address impacts resulting from a major earthquake and | L002-41
associated strong ground motion

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
o Document fails to address the public health and safety impacts due to possible L002-42
derailments on the Union Pacific, Caltrain, or HST lines and subsequent collisions with
high speed trains
o Document fails to address other possible collisions with trains
e Document fails to address conflicts with underground toxic plumes | L002-44

| Lo02-43

Hydrology and Water Quality
e Document fails to address impacts of trenching or tunneling on groundwater during | L002-45
construction, which applies to portions of the Altamont Route Alternatives :
e Document fails to address impacts on creek flow, creek stability, and riparian habitat
¢ Document fails to adequately address impacts of shallow groundwater on operations | 1,002-47
and maintenance
«  Document fails to adequately address the impacts on project operations from flooding | L002-48

| L002-46

Land Use and Planning
e  Document fails to discuss direct and indirect impacts of potential “sprawl” development
as a result of the project, particularly near the locations of proposed stations
o Document fails to address the displacement of residents and businesses if the proposed
right-of-way must be relocated away from the Caltrain/Union Pacific right-of-way; this | L002-50
relocation could be necessitated by Union Pacific’s refusal to share a right-of-way with

L002-49

the HST system

o Document fails to address land use impacts through the division of existing
communities, either through the expansion of the existing Caltrain/Union Pacific right-
of-way, the elevation of structures within the Caltrain/Union Pacific xight-of-way, or the
relocation of the proposed right-of-way away from the Caltrain/Union Pacific right-of-
way; this relocation could be necessitated by Union Pacific’s refusal to share a right-of-
way with the HST system

o Document fails to address project impacts due to potential incompatibility with existing
or planned uses, inconsistency with zoning or general plan designations, and
incompatibility with existing or proposed development plans

L002-51

L002-52

'CALIFORNIA
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 - Continued

Document fails to address impacts to local businesses, particularly during construction

.
*  Document fails to address impacts to property values due to aesthetics, noise, vibration,
circulation, and daily train operations
«  Document incorrectly states that project corridor would have a “high” compatibility
rating, when the document states that single-family residential homes have a “low”
compatibility rating
o Document fails to address how elevating the railway could create a physical barrier that
divides a community
Minerals
e No issues identified at this time

Noise and Vibration

Document fails to adequately address the impact significance of noise and vibration
impacts, and fails to adequately mitigate these impacts

Document categorizes noise and vibration impacts as “low-level”, “medium-level”, and
“high-level”, and establishes four noise-related thresholds of significance, but does not
indicate whether the project impacts would exceed these thresholds and be considered
significant impacts

Document fails to adequately explain how the proposed mitigation measures would
address noise and vibration impacts and reduce these impacts to a less than significant
level

Document addresses estimated noise levels on a region-wide basis, and does not
quantify anticipated noise levels on the proposed alignment or station locations
Document fails to address noise and vibration impacts during construction

Grade separation would introduce inclines - document fails to address how such
inclines would affect noise and vibration impacts of FIST, Caltrain, and freight train
operations, particularly when climbing up an incline

Document fails to quantify the noise level increase over existing conditions

Document fails to address nightly track maintenance

Document fails to address how different design options (tunnel, below grade, at grade,
elevated) affect noise impacts

Document fails to address how wind and weather patterns would affect noise impacts
Noise impact ratings should be indicated as “high” along most of the San Jose to San
Francisco corridor due to dense residential development

. Document addresses noise impacts from 186 mph operations, but does not address noise

impacts for 220 mph speeds through Morgan Hill and Gilroy

Document fails to quantify noise reduction provided by sound walls, particularly given
the presence of two-story residences and the possibility of an elevated railway

The proposed sound wall height appears to be inadequate to address noise impacts
Document fails to address impacts of sound walls on traffic noise for adjacent streets;
vehicle noise may bounce off the sound wall and back out into the community

| L002-53

L002-54

L002-55

| L002-56

| L002-57

L002-58

L002-59
L002-60

| Loo2-61
| Loo2-62

L002-63

| Loo2-64
| Loo2-65
| L002-66

| Lo02-67
| L002-68

| L002-69

L002-70

| L002-71

| L002-72

Population and Housing
R . . . 2-
« Document fails to evaluate project impact on the jobs/housing balance in the region | L002-73
Public Services
2-
* Noissues identified at this time L002-74
Recreation
o Document fails to address impacts to park and recreational facilities - access, noise, | L002-75
visual impacts
e Document does not accurately count/consider all of the parks and recreational facilities | L002-76

along the project route

Transportation and Traffic

* Document fails to address the transportation-related policies and plans of local | L002-77
jurisdictions

e Document fails to identify impacts to streets during construction, including | L002-78
identification of detours and road closures

* Document fails to address increased traffic and parking impacts in the vicinity of | L002-79
proposed stations

o Document fails to address impacts to pedestrian and bicycle paths that intersect the | L002-80

proposed alignment

*  Document claims that Monterey Highway is underutilized, and that the loss of 2 of the | T
6 lanes will not significantly affect traffic in the area - the document fails to support -
these conclusions

Utilities
« Document fails to address the energy needs for the project, the quantity of electricity
. s . L002-82
required, and what infrastructure (utility lines and substations) would be required to
bring the necessary power to the corridor
e Document fails to address other potential utility needs for the project, and whether the | 1505 g3

infrastructure is present to accommodate the project’s needs
* Document fails to identify impacts of the relocation of all utilities within and crossing | L002-84
the right-of-way

Cumulative Impacts
¢ Document fails to address the cumulative impacts of proposed Caltrain improvements
e Document fails to address the cumulative impacts of proposed roadway improvements | L002-86
along the entire corridor from san Francisco to Gilroy

| Loo2-8s

Alternatives
+  Document fails to include information on the environmentally superior alternative,
thereby depriving the public of an opportunity to comment on the methodology used to
identify that alternative

L002-87
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 - Continued

»  Document fails to analyze all alternatives at an equal level of analysis as required by
NEPA (this issue relates to the previous Program EIR/EIS and not the current Revised
Program EIR, and thus may not be germane to the current document under review)

e Alternatives analysis is inadequate, inaccurate, incomplete, and biased

o Analysis of Altamont Pass Alternatives inaccurately portrays the operational 1.002-89
characteristics in a way that results in significantly underestimating the potential

L002-38

ridership of those alternatives

o Document improperly and unfairly discounted and found infeasible the
potential for the Altamont Pass Alternative to rebuild the Dumbarton Rail Bridge | L002-90
in a way that could be used by both the Caltrain Dumbarton Rail Project and the
proposed high-speed train

o Document overemphasizes the aquatic impacts of rebuilding the Dumbarton Rail

Bridge and unfairly discounts the likelihood of being able to obtain Lozt
environmental clearance

o Document underestimates the aquatic, wetlands, and wildlife impacts of the
Pacheco Pass Alternative’s crossing of the Grasslands Ecological Area and L002-92
discounts the difficulty of obtaining environmental clearance for such a crossing

o Document improperly and unfairly overemphasizes the impacts of a corridor L002.93

through the cities of Pleasanton and Fremont, while underestimating the impacts
of a corridor along the San Francisco Peninsula

o Document underemphasizes the impacts of running the corridor through
portions of San Jose south of San Jose’s Diridon Station by not disclosing the 1,002-94
absence of undeveloped land outside of the Union Pacific corridor south of that

station
e Document fails to adequately address alternative alignments within or along the | L002-95
Caltrans right-of-way and Highway 280
« Document fails to address an alternative where the HST alignment ends in San Jose, and | L002-96
then passengers transfer to Caltrain

* Document fails to address alternatives that would reduce the number of tracks to less | 1.002-97
than four
*  Document provides a “low” or “medium” impact rating for segments that pass | 1.002-98

alongside residential development, when that rating should be higher

Response to Comments

e Responses are often perfunctory or conclusory, and not supported by substantial 1.002-99

evidence

Page 14-8
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 - Continued

ATTACHMENT B

e

COUNCIL. MEETING 4 o
} Placed Before Meeting .5 ; s
|| LAW OFFICES OF STUART M. FLASHMAN Wg:;”ed at Meeting : il INTRODUCTION
STUART M. FLASHMAN (SBN 148396) : ! i N X . . . . ision of R dent and Defendant
) 5626 Ocean View Drive : : 2 1. PETITIONERS bring this action to challenge the decision of Respon: nd De;
Oakland, CA 94618-1533 ALTF iH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY (“CHSRA) to approve the Bay Area to
|| TELFAX G asansins 3 || CALIFORNIA HIGH § ( ) o app ‘
? {le-mail: stu@stuflash.com 4 || Central Valley High Speed Train Project (hereinafter, “Project”), including specifically choosing
4 i s N . .
: i : alienment for the Project, without providing legally adequate review under the California
 ||VEFF HOFPMAN SBN: 225569 : % s |fan ahignment for fhe Frej providing .
LAW OFFICE OF JEFE D. HOFFMAN : 6 || Environmental Quality Act Public Resources Code section 21000 ef seq. (“CEQA™).
6 132 Coleridge Street, Suite B e . .
San Francisco, CA 94110-5113 7 || Respondent’s actions are illegal as they, violate CEQA and the California Code of Regulations,
; 1| Telephone: (415) 285-7735 .
Facsimile:  (415) 920-1731 s || Title 14, section 15000 et seq (“CEQA Guidelines”).
8 || Attorneys for Petitioners and Plaintiffs Town of Atherton ef al. - v j i ti
(Exempt from filing fees — Gov. Code §6103) 9 2. PETITIONERS allege thaf CHSRA approved the Project based on a Final Programmatic
’ i . 10 || Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Study (“FPEIR/S™) that did not adequately
10 SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 11 | and accurately describe the Project, did not give adequate consideration to the Project’s impacts
" . FOR THE COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 12 |1 on the environment, failed to propose adequate mitigation measures to address the Project’s
" TOWN OF ATHERTO}\(I} a %\\I/I'unicipal Case No.: 13 s1gmﬁcant impacts, failed to provide a fair and adequate consideration of feasible ahemauves to
13 || Corporation, PLANNING AND 14 & annrove. k2 ts on the Draft
C‘ONSI%_RVATION LE&%{YJ% a California - X VE}EU'FIE‘I{) PETITION F%R § 14 |lthe approved Project, and failed to provide adequate responses to comments on the Dr.
14 || nonprofit corporation, F MENLO PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE ic Envi 3 tal I t Study (“DPEIR/S™
PARK, a Municipal Corporation, AND COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE 15 Programmaua Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impacf y ( )
# /{%NET_DPS(ID{/{?%I(&I\}I?SS}%?E Ic?[\‘,,;%gﬁFENSE AND DECL TORY RELIEF 16 || submitted by other public agencies, as well as by concerned organizations and individuals.
16 |} nonprofit corporation, CALIFORNIA RAIL [Public Resources Code §21168; Code of oot 3 g d legislatively-mandated plan to develop high
OUNDATION, a California nonprofit Civil Procedure §§1060, 1994.5] 17 3. The Project is part of a larger proposed legislatively-mandated pi . p hig
v coxporauon and BAYRAIL ALLIANCE, a 16 || speed rail service betweeri the cities of Los Angeles and San Francisco. It follows on CHSRA’s
California nonprofit corporation, and other
18 || similarly situated entities, 19 || earlier approval of an overall proposal for such high speed rail service, based on a broader
Petitioners and Plaintiffs .
i v 20 || overall FPEIR/S. However, that FPEIR/S specifically left undetermined the route the high speed
20 || CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL 21 {| rail project would take from the Central Valléy to its northwestern terminus of San Francisco.
AUTHORITY, a public entity, and DOES 1-20, . . )
i 22 || The Project being challenged herein was intended to fill that gap.
o Respondents and Defendants haps th 1e bi
24 i i i studi lyses, and choices, s the single biggest
* Petitioners and Plaintiffs TOWN OF ATHERTON (hereinafier, “ATHERTON"), 3 4. While the Project entailed many studies, analyses, and choices, periap gle bigg
. . . . L <« s 5 s rth
23 PLANNING AND CONSERV ATION LEAGUE (hereinafter, “PCL™), CITY OF MENLO 24 || choice was between»two major ahemalwe alngr;x_nents. the “Pacheco Ahgnmcm_ running nos
21| PARK (hereinafter, “MENLO PARK”), TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND - 25 || and westward from the Central Valley main line south of Merced, through Pacheco Pass then
25 || EDUCATION FUND (hereinafter, “TRANSDEF”), CALIFORNIA RAIL FOUNDATION 26 || north through Gilroy to San Jose and then north and west along the San Francisco Peninsula to
26 || (hereinafter, “CRF”), BAYRAIL ALLIANCE (hereinafter, “BAYRAIL™), and other similarly . 27 || San Francisco, and the “Altamont Alignment” running north and westward from the Central
27 || situated entities (the foregoing, collectively, to be referred to hereinafter as “PETITIONERS”) ‘ 28 || Valley main line north of Modesto, through Tracy, through the Altamont Pass and across the
43 || hereby allege as follows: -
iiiii 2
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24

East Bay, with one branch going south and westward to San Jose and a second branch going wes!
and northward across San Francisco Bay to San Francisco.
5. PETITIONERS allege that the CHSRA’s consideration of these two major altematives
was neither fair nor complete, but, instead, improperly distorted the analy§is of benefits and
impacts, énd ultimately of feasibility and desirability to unfairly and improperly bias the analysis
in favor of approving the Pacheco Alignment.
6. Respondent’s actions will harm PETITIONERS, their members, and the public, by
causing serious environmental harm along the Pacheco Alignment route. That harm, because of
the inadequacy of the environmental review under CEQA, Wasrnciiher properly disclosed nor
adequately mitigated. In addition, it could have been avoided‘ through choice of the Altamont
Alignment.
7. PETITIONERS seek this Court’s peremptory writ of mandate ordering the CHSRA to
rescind its actions in approving the Project and certifying the FPEIR/S for the Project.
PETITIONERS also seek this Court temporary restraining order ﬁnd preliminary ar;d permanent
injunction to prevent CHSRA from proceeding with implementing the Project in the absence of
adequate review under CEQA. PETITIONERS also seek this Court’s declaration that the
PROJECT approval by CHSRA violated CEQA. Finally, PETITIONERS, acting in the pul_:lic
interest, seek an award of costs and of attorneys’ fees under Code of Civil Procedure §1021.5 or
other applicable authority.
PARTIES

8. Petitioner TOWN OF ATHERTON is a municipal corporation, formed and existing
under the general laws of the State of California. ATHERTON lies diréctly astride of the
proposed Pacheco Pass alignment down the San Francisco Peninsula. It and its citizens will
therefore be directly affected by CHSRA’s decisionis to certify the FPEIR/S for the Project and
approve the Pacheco Pass alignment as part of the Project.

9. Petitioner PLANNING AND CONSERVATION LEAGUE is a public benefit nonprofit
California corporation, established and existing under the laws of the State of California,

headquartered in Sacramento, California. PCL works, using the political and legal systems, to

3
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enact and implement policies that protect and restore the California environment. PCL is an
affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation.

10. Petitioner CITY OF MENLO PARK is a municipal corporation, formed and existing
under the general laws of the State of California. MENLO PARK lies directly astride of the
proposed Pacheco Pass alignment down the San Francisco Peninsula. It and its citizens will
therefore be directly affected by CHSRA’s decisions to certify the FPEIR/S for the Project and
approve the Pacheco Pass alignment as part of the Project. )

11. Petitioner TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND EDUCATION FUND i
a California nonprofit public benefit corporation, headquartered in the Bay Area, established and
existing under the laws of the State of California as a regional advocate to promote transportation|
solutions favoring transit over new highway capacity, development around transit stops rather .
than spraw] into the Bay Area's open spaces, and more market-oriented pricing of private motor
vehicle travel. TRANSDEF advocates on behalf of its members and the public at large for
effective regional planning, smart growth, improved ’ i

has participated in the development of the 2001, 2005 and 2009 Bay Area Regional

{ransit scrvice, an

Transportation Plans and Transportation Improvement P}ograms. TRANSDEF has actively
engaged in numerous public agency proceedings involving transportation and air quality issues,
including specifically the administrative proceedings around the Project and its environmental
review under CEQA. .

12. Petitioner CALIFORNIA RAIL FOUNDATION, based in Sacramento, is a California
nonprofit public benefit corporation, established and existing under the laws of the State of
California. CRF works to educate the public on rail az_xd bus technology and promote cost-
effective expansion of the state's public transportation services.

13. Petitioner BAYRAIL ALLIANCE is a California nonprofit public benefit corporation,
established and existing under the laws of the State of Califumi& BAYRAIL works to build
public awareness of and support for plans that would improve regional passenger rail

infrastructure in the San Francisco Bay area, so as to improve the quality and convenience of the
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services that they support, and thereby improve the region’s environmental characteristics and
quality of Jife.
14. PETITIONERS include in this action as co-petitioners and co-plaintiffs such other parties

whose interests and claims are substantially the same as those of the above-named petitioners

‘planning, constructing and operating a high-speed train system to serve the Los Angeles to San

and plaintiffs. Said additional petitioners and plaintiffs may be named individually by
amendment to this petition and complaint.

15. PETITIONERS and their members/citizens have a direct and beneficial interest in the
approval and implementation of a well-planned, efficient, and environmentally sensitive high
speed rail system within California and the San Francisco Bay area, and more specifically in the
fully-informed, fair, and proper choice of alignment for the Project.

16. Respondent and Defendant CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY was

established as an independent state authority by the legislature in 1996 and charged with

Francisco mainline route as well as other major California cities along or connecting with that
mainline route. CHSRA is governed by a seven member Board of Directors (hereinafter,
“Board”). CHSRA, its staff, and contractors and consul;(ants working under its control and
direction, prepared the DPEIR/S and the FPEIR/S for the Project, and the Board of CHSRA
certified the FPEIR/S for the Project and gave final approval to the Project. .

17. PETITIONERS are unaware of the true names and capacities of Respondents and
Defendants DOES 1 through 20, inclusive, and therefore sue those Respondents and Defendants
under fictitious names. PETITIONERS will amend their Petition and Complaixﬁ to show their
true names and capacities when the Respondents and Defendants have been identified and their
capacities asccrtaine& Each of the Respondents and Defendants is the agent, employee, or both
of eve;y other Respondent and Defendant, and each performed acts on which this action is based
within t.he course and scope of such Respondent’s and Defendant’s agency, employment, or both,
PETITIONERS are informed and believe, and therefore allege, that each Respondent and

Defendant is legally responsible in some manner for the events and happenings referred to

herein,

5
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GENERAL ALLEGATIONS
18. PETITIONERS have satisfied the requirements of Public Resources Code §21177,
PETITIONERS and their members/citizens/elected officials submitted oral and/or written
comments to CHSRA, prior to the close of the public hearing before the approval of the Project,
objecting to the approval of the Project. PETITIONERS, their members/citizens/elected
officials, other public agencies, other organizations, and members of the public raised each of the|
claims presented in this petition prior to the close of the public hiearing on the approval of the
Project.
19. PETITIONERS have complied with the requirements of Public Resources Code section
21167.5 by mailing written notice of the commencement of this action to Respondent California
High Speed Rail Authority before filing this Petition and Complaint. A copy of that notice, with
proof of service, is attached hereto as Exhibit A.
20. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167.7, PETITIONERS have provided a

‘cnpy of this Petition and Complaint to the California Attorney General. A copy of the

accompanying notice and proof of service ‘arc attached hereto as Exhibit B.

21. PETITIONERS have no plain, speedy or adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law.
Unless this Court grants the requested writ of mandate to require CHSRA to rescind its approval
of the Project and certification of the FPEIR/S, CHSRA’s actions in violation of CEQA will
remain in effect.

22. If CHSRA is not enjoined from moving forward to implement the Project and from
undertaking acts in furtherance thereof, PETITIONERS will suffer irreparable harm for which
there is no adequate remedy at law in that CHSRA will move towards constructing a high speed
train system including the Pacheco Pass Alignment, with attendant significant environmental
impacts, without having first coriducted adequate environmental review, which might have
avoided or mitigated some or all of those impacts.

PROJECT BACKGROUND
23. In 1993, thé Governor of California issued Executive order W-48-93 calling for

establishment of a task force to study the feasibility of implementing a statewide high-speed rail
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system. Shortly thereafter, the Governor signed Senate Concurrent Resolution 6 authorizing

creation of a nine-member Intercity High Speed Rail Commission (hereinafter, “Commission”)

to study and develop a framework for implementing such a system over a 20-year time horizon.
24. In 1996, the Commission issued its final report. In that report, the Commission

summarized its study of a statewide high speed rail system and specifically of different potential

alignments for portions of that system. The report identified the Altamont Pass alignment for the,
route between the Bay Area and the Central Valley as the preferred alternative, concluding that,
“The Panoche or Pacheco Passes would result in higher impacts than the Altamont Pass,
particularly impacts to wetlands and habitat for threatened and endangered species.”

25. After its création in 1996, the CHSRA prepared and, in or about the year 2000, adopted a
final High Speed Train System Business Plan. The CHSRA then moved forward toward the
production and certification of a Programmatic EIR/EIS on the broad outlines of the statewide
High Speed Rail system.

26. In or about January 2004, the CHSRA released its DPEIR/S for the statewide ﬁigh
speed rail system. That DPEIR/S evaluated only two alternative alignments for access to the San|
Fr.anciscu Bay Area: the Pacheco Pass Alignment and the Panoche Pass Alignment. The
DPEIR/S rejected an Altamont Pass Alignment as not meeting the purpose and need of the
project due to the need for a new Bay Crossing and the claimed reduction in frain frequencies.

27. PETITIONERS, public agencies, other organizations, and individuals submitted
numerous comments on the DPEIR/S objecting 1o its failure to givé serious consideration of the.
Altamont Alignment option and pointing out the serious environmental problers inherent in the.
Pacheco Alignment. ) v . .

28. In or about December 2005, the CHSRA certified the FPEIR/S for the statewide high
speed rail systern and approved the statewide project. In certifying the FPEIR/S for the statewidei
high speed rail system and approving the project, the CHSRA specifically determined not'to -

choose an alignment for access to the San Francisco Bay area from the Central Valley, putting

that decision off for further study.

7
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PROJECT HISTORY

29. The CHSRA resolution approving the statewide high speed rail system specifically
authorized CHSﬁA staff to prepare a separate programmatic EIR to study the options for a high
speed rail connection between the San Francisco Bay Area and the Central Valley portion of the
high speed rail system. It specifically mandated study of both the Pacheco Pass Alignment and
the Altamont Pass-Alignment alternatives.

30, The DPEIR/S for the Project was prepared concurrently and in coordination with a
separate study undertaken by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (“MTC”), the Bay
Area Rapid Transit District (“BART”), and the Caltrain Joint Powers Authority to develop a Bay
Area Regional Rail Plan. However, that effort did not involve any separate environmental
review component. .

31. On or about July 16, 2007, CHSRA released the DPEIR/S for the project. The document
consisted of nine substantive chapters, totaling almost 800 pages of text, plus numerous tables,
diagramé,'a.nd figures. In &:idition to the document itself, CHSRA also re]éaséd a series of
technical studies in support of the DPEIR/S. The initial comment period was set for sixty days.
Given the voluminous amount of material to be reviewed, numerous agencies, organizations, and
individuals requested an extension of the comment period. The comment period was
consequently extended until October 26, 2007. '

32. PETITIONERS are informed and believe, and on that basis allege the following: that
prior to or during the time when the DPEIR/S for the Project was being prepared, CHISRA, either
directly or through its directors, staff, consultants and/or contractors, learned that the Union
Pacific Railway (hereinafter, “UP”) strongly objected to the use of its right-of-way by the Project
or any other portion of the high speed rail system being planned by CHSRA. ‘In part, this was
because UP was concerned about potentially severe public safety impacts that could be
associated with ha\}ing its freight operations and the Project operating in the same right-of-way
or even in adjoining rights-of-way. UP communicated this concern to CHSRA. CHSRA also-
became aware that UP insisted that the Project, as proposed, would have severe advetse impacts

on UP’s ability to effectively conduct its freight operations in the future. Nevertheless, the
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DPEIR/S failed to disclose UP’s objections and concerns or any of the potential associated
adverse environmental impacts.

33. PETITIONERS, their members, public agencies, organizations, and individuals
sﬁbmiltad voluminous comments on the DPEIR/S for the Project. Many of those comments
again raised questions about the fairness and adequacy of the DPEIR/S’s analysis of the Pacheco
Pass vs. Altamont Pass alignment alternatives. In addition, comments pointed up potential
disruptive impacts of the Pacheco Pass alignment on areas throughout the San Francisco Bay
Area and disputed the DPEIR/S’s claim that its land use impacts would be minimal. Comments
also suggested other previously-unanalyzed options for the Project alignment.

34, On or about November 14, 2007, CHSRA staff released a document entitled, “Summary
of Public Hearings and Comment Period.” The eight-page document purported to summarize the|
issues raised by comments submitted on the DPREIR/S on the Project. That same day, CHSRA
staff also released a document entitled, “Staff Recommendations: Preferred Nétwurk Alternative,
HST Alignment and Stéti&n Locations.” Even though the time period for public review and
comment on the DPEIR/S had already closed and even though responses to.comments on the
DPEIR/S had not yet been completed or provided to the CHSRA Board, the staff
recommendations designated the Pacheco Alignment Alternative as the preferred alternative in
the DPEIR/S, with the proviso that at an unspecified future date, with unspecified future funding,
a lower speed regional rail link between the Central Valley and the East Bay through the
Altamont Pass could be added. The Board purported to take no action on the staff

recommendations.
35. On or about May 21, 2008, CHSRA released the FPEIR/S for the Project, consisting of

three volumes: Volume I —the FPEIR/S itself; Volume II — the technical app.endices tothe
FPEIR/S; and Volume III — comments received on the DPEIR/S and responses to those
comments. )

36. In or about June 2008, CHSRA released a document entitled, “Addendum/Errata to Final
Program EIR/EIS for Bay Area to Central Valley Portion of the California HST System”

(hereinafter, “Errata/Addendum”). The Errata’Addendum contained modifications to the
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FPEIR/S’s analyses of air quality and energy use. The Errata/Addendum was not circulated for
public comment.

37. Onor about July 8, 2008, CHSRA held a public hearing to receive comments on the
FPEIR/S and on the Project. PETITIONERS and others submitted oral and written comments
objecting to the certification of the FPEIR/S and the approval of the Project.

38, On or about July 9, 2008, after hearing staff-prepared responses to the comments
received at the public hearing, the CHSRA Board voted to certify the FPEIR/S for the Project
and to approve the Project. .

39, On or about July 9, 2008 CHSRA filed a Notice of Determination for its approval of the

Project.

CHARGING ALLEGATIONS

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
Violation of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines — Certification of Legally Inadequate Environmental
Impact Statement, . . :

40. PETITIONERS hereby reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs 1
through 38 as though fully set forth herein.
41. The Project required discretionary approval by CHSRA and was therefore a project under|
CEQA. )
42. The Project did not qualify for any CEQA exemption and therefore required
environmental review under CEQA.
43. CHSRA was the lead agency for environmental review of the Project under CEQA.
-44. CHSRA determined that the Projéct had potential to cause significant adverse
environmental impacts, and therefore determined to prepare a;progxamméﬁd EIR for the Project.
45. CHSRA had a duty under CEQA to certify that the FPEIR/S for the Project satisfied all
requirements under CEQA. CHSRA violated this duty by certifying the FPEIR/S for the Project

‘where the FPEIR/S was deficient in the following respects:

10

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT

'CALIFORNIA

Page 14-13



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 - Continued

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Count One: Inadequate Project Description

46. An EIR is required to include an adequate description of the Project being considered.
The description must be accurate and must contain sufficient detail to allow the reader of the EIR
1o understand the nature of thé Project and its salient characteristics. The project description in
the FPEIR/S was inadequate for the following reasons:

o The Project description failed to adequately describe the location of the Project,
including relevant information on the location of the proposed right-of-way and
station locations. In particular, the project description failed to indicate the degree of
uncertainty as to where fhe Project right-of-way and stations would be located and
contained conflicting information about the location of the Project right-of-way. In
addition, the project description failed to indicate the extent the project would require
acquisition of private property through eminent domain.

The P;oject description failed to include relevant information about essential
characteristics of the project, including sl;lsciﬁcally opexati;)nal cham.cteristics such as
the projected ridership for the various alternative alignments along with a clear
explanation of the methodology used to calculate those ridership figures.

The Project descriplibn failed to include an explanation of what portions of projected
ridership would occur regardless of whether the Project was approved or regardless of
the alignment alternative chosen.

The Project description failed to include a full tabulation, with explanations, of
Project costs, including costs for each alternative or sub-alternative, methodologies
fo.r calculafing those costs, and including the projected costs for tunnels through
developed urban areas and costs for developing the ridership for each alternative
(e.g., advertising costs, costs of incentives offered to employers, developers, etc.), as
well as severance costs involved in taking portions of parcels by eminent domain.

The Project description failed to include a tabulation of expected funding sources for

"the Project.

11
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»  The Project Description, as presented in the DPEIR/S circulated for public review and
comment, failed to inchide information on the environmentally superior alternative
and how it was chosen, thereby depriving the public of the opportunity to comment
on the methodology used to identify that alternative.

s The project description failed to clearly explain the relationship of the project to the
proposed regional rail service along the Altamont Alignment, including specifically
the extent to which the two projects were and would be linked, both financially and
operationally.

Accordingly, the approval of the Project and the certification of the FPEIR/S must be set
aside.
Count Two: Failure to Fully Disclose and Adequately Analyze the Project’s Significant
Environmental Impacts.

47. The FPEIR/S failed to fully disclose or adequately analyze the significant growth-

inducing impacis of the Pachéco Aligniment in and atound the areas south of San Jose, around

Gilroy, and both east and west of Pacheco Pass. These impacts, both direct and indirect, would
include:

o loss of valuable prime agricultural land;

e increased automotive traffic;

e increased energy consumption;

. p.romotion of inefficient “spraw]” development;

» promotion of development in the absence of adequate supporting infrastructure;

o loss of valuable wildlife habitat;

e destruction of wetlands and other valuable wéter resources;

48. The FPEIR/S fails to fully (iisclose or adequately analyze the Project’s significant
impacts associated with the use of UP and/or UP-shared right-of-way and/or the necessity of
moving the ;’roject away from the UP right-of-way, including the following:

» public health and safety impacts due to the potential for derailments on the UP freight

line and subsequent collision of high speed trains with the derailed freight cars;
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 displacement of residents and businesses if CHSRA was foreed to relocate the Project
right-of-way away from the UP right-of-way;

o destruction of wetlands, wildlife habitat, and/or valuable prime agricultural lands if
the CHSRA was forced to relocate the Project right-of-way away from the UP right-
of-way;

Land use impacts through the division of existing communities if the Project right-of-
way was moved away from the UP or UP-shared right-of-way so as to divide existing
communities; )

49.  The FPEIR/S fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the Project’s significant
impacts on jurisdictions it will traverse, including specifically cities on the San Francisco
Peninsula bordering on the Caltrain right-of-way, including the following: )

e noise, air quality, and vibration impacts on portions of the jm-isdictioné near the
Caltrain right-of-way from the construction and operation of the Project;
land use impacts 1n dividing existing communities if C_I.ISRA is forced to méve the
Project away from the Caltrain right-of-way in order to protect UP freight use of the
Caltrain right-of-way, as well as land use impacts from further visually and physically|
dividing communities by the widened and possibly elevated structures along the high

speed rail right-of-way;

o displ t of residents and t if CHSRA was forced to relocate the Project]

right-of-way away ‘from the: Caltrain right-of-way;
»  impacts through the destruction of existing vegetation, including rany mature trees’
along the proposéd Pacheco Pass alignment.
«  Visual impacts from placement of the high speed rail right-of-way, including
specifically visual i‘mpazt's frou; possible elevated structures and/or soundwalls.
50. The FPEIR/S fails to fully disc]osé or adequately analyze the Project’s significant air

quality impacts, including specifically its impact through production of greenhouse gases and

contribution to global warming;
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51. The FPEIR/S fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the Project’s significant
impacts on traffic and public transportation.

52. The FPEIR/S fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the Project’s significant
impacts on agricultural lands, including both impacts through the taking of agricultural lands,
impacts from severance of agricultural land, and indirect agricultural impacts due to induced
sprawl dgvelopment

53. The FPEIR/S fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the Projec!’sv significant
impacts on biological resources, including the direct and indirect impacts on wildlife habitat,
threatened, endangered, or otherwise protected species, wetlands areas, and other unique or
valuable biological resources.

54. The FPEIR/S fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the Project’s significarit land -
use impacts, including impacts due to. incompatibility with existing or planned land uses,
inconsistency with zoning or general pian designations, and impacts on Section 4(f) or 6(f)
resources. ' ’

55. The FPEIR/S fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the Project’s significant
cumulative impacts. Accordingly, the approval of the Project and the certification of the
FPEIR/S must be set aside.

Count Three: The FPEIR/S Failed to Adequately Mitigate the Project’s Significant
Impacts. .

56. Especially because the FPEIR/S failed to adequately assess and identify the Project’s
significant impacts, the FPEIR/S failed to adequately identify appropriate measures to mitigate,
the Project’s significant impacts. Even in those cases where the FPEIR/S identified a significant
impact and identified measures to mitigate that impact, the mitigation measures were often ‘
inadequate and, in many cases so poorly described as to make it impossiBle to determine whether
the measure was even feasible. For example, the FPEIR/S, as mitigation for potentially
significant i’rujact land use impacts, calls for, “Continued coordination with local agencies.

Explore opportunities for joint and mixed-use development at stations. Relocatjon assistance
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Ecological Area North” alignment. Similarly, the Altamont Pass a]ignmerit included sub-

during future project-level review. Overall mitigation strategies for affected land uses and in EJ
areas.” (FPEIR/S, p. 9-8.)

57. Consequently, the FPEIR/S often improperly determined than the identified measures
were sufficient or potentially sufficient to mitigate Project impacts to a level of insignificance
when the evidence in the record failed to support that determination. Accordingly, the approval
of the Project and the certification of the FPEIR/S must be set aside. )

Count Four: The FPEIR/S Failed to Include an Adequate Analysis of Project Alternatives.
58. Under CEQA, an EIR must include an adequate analysis of feasible project alternatives.
59. In addition to the statutorily-mandated no project alteinative, the FPEIR/S included two
basic alternative alignment alternatives, Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass, although each of these
alignment alternatives included numerous sub-alternatives for various portions of the route. For
example, the Pacheco Pass Alternative included sub-alternatives traversing the area east of

Pacheco Pass either along a southerly “Henry Miller Road” alignment or a northerly “Grasslands

alternatives using either an elevated bridge near the existing Dumbarton Rail Bridge or a new
tunnel between Oakland and San Francisco to traverse San Francisco Bay between the East Bay
and San Francisco.

60. While the FPEIR/S purported to provide a fair, objective and complete comparison of
these two project alternatives, the analysis was inadequate, inaccurate, incomplete and biased,
thereby making a fair comparison of the two major alternatives impossible. This violated the
‘basic purpose of the analysis of alternatives under CEQA.

61. The FPEIR/S’s analysis of the Altamont i’ass Alternatives inaccurately portrayed the
operational characteristics of those alternatives in a way that resulted in significantly
underestimating the potential ridership for those alternatives, thereby unfairly penalizing the
Altamont Ahematives compared 1o the Pacheco Alternatives.

_62. The FPEIR/S improperly and unfairly discounted and found infeasible the potential for
the Altamont Alternative to rebuild the Dumbarton Rail Bridge in a way so that it could be used

by both Caltrain Dumbarton Rail Project trains and High Speed Rail trains.
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63. The FPEIR/S improperly and unfairly overemphasized the aquatic impacts of building a
new rail bridge at the site of the existing Dumbarton Rail Bridge and discounted the likelihood of]
being able to obtain environmental clearance for such a bridge as part of an Altamont Pass
alipnment alternative; while, at the same time, underestimating the aquatic, wetlands, and
wildlife impacts of the Pacheco Pass alignment alternative’s crossing of the Grasslands
Ecélugica} Area and discounting the difficulty of obtaining environmental clearance for such a
crossing.

64. The FPEIR/S improperly and unfairly overemphasized the impacts of running the high
speed rail alignment through the cities of Pleasanton and Fremont as part of an Altamont Pass
alignment alternative, while, at the same time, underemphasizing the impacts of running the high
speed rail alignment through the developed urban jutisdictions along the San Francisco )
Peninsula, including specifically Atherton, Menlo Park, Palo Alté, Mountain View, Sunnyvale,

and Santa Clara, as well as portions of San Jose. In addition, by not disclosing the absence of

undeveloped jand ouiside the UF.corridor souih of San Jose's Diridon Staiion, the. F
underemphasized the impacts of running the high speed rail alignment through portions of San
Jose south of that station.

65. Both ATHERTON and MENLO PARK, in their comments on the DPEIR/S, proposed
study of an additional alignment alternative along the San Francisco Peninsula, ranning within or|
along the Caltrans right-of way for Highway 280. The FPEIR/S failed to adequately discuss this
alternative alignment.

66. The FPEIR/S’s unfair, incomplete, and biased analysis of project alternatives violated
CEQA’s requirement that the discussion of project alternatives allow the decision makers and the
public the information needed to make an informed decision. Accordingly, the approval of the
Project and the certification of the FPEIR/S must be set aside.
ly Respond to C ts on the DPEIR/S

Count Five: Failure to Adeq
67. An EIR must include adequate written responses to all comments, both oral and written,
received by the lead agency during the public comment period. The FPEIR/S was inadequate

because the responses to many of the comments received by the lead agency during the public
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comment period were inadequate. In many cases, the responses were pa{functory or conclusory,
and in other cases the responses were not supported by substantial evidence. In the case of
MENLO PARK, the comment letter was not even included in the FPEIR/S and was not
responded to atall. Accordingly, the approval of the Project and the certification of the FPEIR/S

must be set aside.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

Violation of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines — Failure to recirculate DPEIR/S in response to new

information and/or changed circumstances

68. PETITIONERS hereby reallege and incorporate by reference the allegations in. the
prec:eding paragraphs 1 through 66 inclusive as though fully set fénh herein.

69. CEQA requires that a draft EIR be recirculated for an additional round of public
comment if changes to the document after the close of the previous comment period result in the
addition of significant new mformauon In addmon, reurculzmon is requlred if new
circumstances have arisen after the close of the previous public comment period that would
require substantial revision to the EIR. CHSRA violated its duty under CEQA by refusing to
recirculate the DPEIR/S for public comment after changes to the EIR resulting in addition of
significant new information ot air quality and energy use impacts, and specifically the Project’s
impacts on global warming. )

70. CHSRA violated its duty under CEQA by refusing to recirculate the DPEIR/S for public
comment after it was ﬁublicly revealed that UP had raised strong objections to CHSRA’s use of
its right-of-way r.n adjoining property for the Project right-of-way and raised serious concerns
about significant public safety impacts not previousl_y identified in the DPEIR/S. Accordingly,
the approval of the Pr;)jcct and the certification of the F' PEIR/S must be éet aside.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

Violation of CEQA and CEQA Guidelines — Failure of CEQA Findings to be Supported by

Substantial Evidence

17
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71. PETITIONERS hereby reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs 1
through 69 inclusive as though fully set forth herein.

72. CEQA requires that an agency approving a Project for which an EIR was prepared and
significant impacts were identified adopt findings cxplaiﬁing and justifying its actions. (Public
Resources Code §21081.) Those findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the
record. CHSRA violated this duty to prepare and approve adequate CEQA findings in support of]
its decision to approve the Project in that the findings were not supported by substantial

evidence. Accordingly, the approval of the Project must be set aside.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
DECLARATORY RELIEF ~ Code of Civil Procedure §1060
73. PETITIONERS hereby reallege and incofporate by reference the preceding paragraphs 1
through 71 as though fully set forth herein.
74. An actual controversy and dispute e)‘(‘ists between PETITIONERS and CHSRA regarding
the Project approval’s compliance with CEQA andi the CEQA Guidelines. PETITIONERS
allege that the Project approval failed to comply with CEQA and/or the CEQA Guidelines, while
PETITIONERS are informed and believe, and on that basis allege, that CHSRA believes that the
Project approval did fully comply with both CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.
75. PETITIONERS seek a judicial declaration that the Project approval failed to comply with
the requirements of CEQA and/or the CEQA Guidelines.
76. An actual controversy and dispute exists between PETITIONERS and CHSRA regarding
the FPEIR/S’s compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. PETITIONERS allege that
the FPEIR/S failed to comply with CEQA and/or the CEQA Guidelines, whxle PETITIONERS
are mformed and believe, and on that basis allege that CHSRA believes that 1he FPFIR/% did
fully comply with both CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines
77. PETITIONERS seek a judicial declaration that FPEIR/S failed to comply with CEQA
and/or the CEQA Guidelines.
78. An actual controversy and dispute exists between PETITIONERS and CHSRA regarding
the adequacy of the CEQA findings made by CHSRA in support of the Project approval.

18
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PETITIONERS allege that said findings were invalid because they were not supported by
substantial evidence in the record, while PETITIONERS are informed and believe, and on that
basis allege, that CHSRA believes that said findings were fully adequate and valid.

79. PETITIONERS seek a judicial declaration that the CEQA findings made by CHSRA in

support of its approval of the Project were invalid because they were not supported by substantial

evidence in the record.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, PETITIONERS pray for relief as follows:

1. For this Court’s peremptory writ of mandate ordering CHSRA to:

(a) vacate and set aside its determinations approving the Project, including its
determination to choose the Pacheco Pass alignment for the Project;

(b) vacate and set aside its certification of the FPEIR/S for the Project; remanding the
Project and its environmental review under CEQA to CHSRA for reconsideration in °
accordance with this Court’s determination and-ﬁ;lal judgment.

2. For this Court’s tcmp;)rary restraining order and prelin;inary injunction r‘es>training‘
CHSRA, its agents, servants and employees, and all others acting in concert with it or in its
behalf, from taking any action to move forward on implementing the project pending a final
decision on the merits by this Court. »

3. For this Court’s permanent injunction restraining CHSRA, its agents, servants and
employees, and all others acting in concert with it or in its behalf, from undertaking any activity
or activities that could result in any change or alteration in the physical environment until
CHSRA has fully complied with this Court’s writ of rhandate and judgment and taken all
required actions that may be necessary to bring the FEIR and all planning permit approvals into
compliance with CEQA, Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5, and all other requirements of law.

4. For this Court’s declarations that:

a. the Project approval violated CEQA and/or the CEQA Guidelines as set forth

in this Petition and Complaint;

19
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and/or the CEQA Guidelines; and

evidence in the record.

5. For its costs of suit.

DATED August 7, 2008 Law Offices of Stuart M. Flashman
: Law Offices of Jeff Hoffman
Attorneys for Petitioners and Plaintiffs

gy, T 3 P

Stuart M. Flashman

b. the certified FPEIR/S for the Project failed to meet the requirements of CEQA

the CEQA. findings for the Project approval were not supported by substantial

6. For an award of attorneys’ fees under C.C.P. §1021.5 or other applicable basis.

7. For such other equitable and/or \Iegal relief as the Court considers just and proper.
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VERIFICATION
1, Devid Schonbrunn, am the President of the "l"ransponalion Solutions Defense and
Education Fund, which is a petitioner and plaintiff in the above petition and complaint, and 1
make this verification on its behalf and with its authorization. I have read the foregoing Petition
and Complaint and am familiar with the matiers alleged therein. All facts alleged in this
complaint are true of my own personal knowledge cxcept as (o facts that are alieged on

information and belizﬁ and as to them 1 am informed and believe they are true. | declare under

penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is l'gue and correct
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Law Offices of
Stuart M. Flashman
5626 O View Dri
Oaklmf"’é‘/l 9d618.1535 PROOF OF SERVICE BY MAIL
(510) 652-5373 (voice and FAX) . o
: I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of Alameda County. Iam over the age

c-mail: su@stuflash.com
of eighteen years and not a party to the within above titled action. My busi ddress i
5626 Ocean View Drive, Oakland, CA 94618-1533. ¥ business address 18

August 7, 2008 - On August 8, 2008, I served the within NOTICE OF INTENT TO INITIATE
LITIGATION on the party listed below by placing a true copy thereof enclosed in a
sealed envelope with first class postage thereon fully prepaid, in a United States Postal

Mr. Mehdi Morshed, Executive .
Service mailbox at Oakland, California, addressed as follows:

Director

California Righ Speed Rail

Authority ) Mr. Mehdi Morshed, Executive Director
925 L Street, Suite 1425 California High Speed Rail Authority
Sacramento, CA 85814 925 L Street, Suite 1425
RE: Notice of Intent to Initiate Litigation (Bay Area to Sacramento, CA 95814

Central Valliey High Speed Train Project) .

= a gh Spi I,fSé\;lqr; M. Fi;shman, hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State

Dear Mr. Morshed, ) o }onua at the foregoing is true and correct.
i Executed at Oakland, California on August 8, 2008.

Please take notice that the Town of Atherton, the Planning

and Conservation League, the City of Menlo Park, the X
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, the ,% 2,&&44"\/'
California Rail Foundation, and the BayRail Alliance intend to tuﬂrt'M‘FIashman

file suit against the California High Speed Rail Authority )
challenging its approvals for the above-referenced project and
its -associated environmental review. The lawsuit will allege
violations of the California Environmental Quality Act in

connection with those approvals.

Most sincerely,

Stuart M. Flashman
Law Offices of Stuart M. Flashman

Jeff Hoffman
Law Office of Jeff D. Hoffman

Attorneys for the Town of
Atherton, the Planning and
Conservation League, the City of
Menlo Park, the Transportation
Ssolutions Defense and Education
Fund, the California Rail
Foundation, and the BayRail
Alliance

. P R

Stuart M. FJ.ashmanﬂ
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ATTACHMENT C

SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO

Case No.
34-2008- 80000022

TOWN OF ATHERTON, a Municipal
Corporation,

PLANNING AND CONSERVATION LEAGUE,

a California nonprofit corporation,
CITY OF MENLO PARK, a Municipal
Corporation,

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE
AND EDUCATION FUND, a California
nonprofit corporation,

CALIFORNIA RAIL FOUNDATION,

a California nonprofit corporation,
and BAYRAIL ALLIANCE, a California
nonprofit corporation, and other
similarly situated entities,

RULING ON SUBMITTED
MATTER

Petitioners and Plaintiffs,
v.

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL
AUTHORITY, a public entity, and
DOES 1-20, inclusive,

Respondents and Defendants.

This matter came on for hearing on May 29, 2009. The
matter was argued and submitted. The Court took the matter
under submission. The Court, having considered the papers,

the administrative record which was admitted into evidence
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at the hearing, and the arguments of the parties, makes its
ruling as follows.

Petitioners challenge the decision of respondent and
defendant California High Speed Rail Authority (“CHSRA” or
“the Authority”) to approve the Bay Area to Central Valley
High Speed Train Project (“the Project”), including
specifically choosing an alignment for the Project.
Respondent chose an alignment running through Pacheco Pass
rather than the other major alternative alignment which ran
through Altamont Pass

Petitioners contend that respondent has not provided
legally adequate review under the California Environmental
Quality Act, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.
(“CEQA”). Petitioners contend that respondent’s actions are
illegal as they violate CEQA and the California Code of
Regulations, Title 14, section 15000 et seq. (“CEQA
Guidelines”).

Petitioners contend that the Final Program
Environmental Impact Report (“FPEIR”) for the Project was
inadequate in several respects. They contend that it failed
to include an adequate description of the project and
feasible alternatives. They contend it failed to adequately
identify and mitigate the Project’s significant impacts, and
that its alternatives analysis was inadeqguate and improperly
predisposed towards the Pacheco alignment. Petitioners also
contend that respondent Buthority improperly refused to
recirculate the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(“DPEIR”) after Union Pacific Railroad announced it was

unwilling to allow use of its right-of-way, and that
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1 respondent Authority failed to consider or respond to Menlo 1 Code section 21168.5. However, the two code sections embody

2 Park's comment letter on the DPEIR. 2 essentially the same standard of review, i.e., whether

3 3 substantial evidence supports the agency's determination.

4 I. STANDARD OF REVIEW 4 (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the

5 Petitioners contend that this challenge is governed by 5 University of California (“Laurel Heights II”) (1993) 6

6 Public Resources Code section 21168. Petitioners contend 6 Cal.4th 112, 1133, fn. 17; Laurel Heights Improvement Assn.

7 that under that standard of review, “the courts’ inquiry 7 v. Regents of the University of California (“Laurel Heights

8 shall extend only to whether there was a prejudicial abuse 8 I”7)(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392, fn. 5.) Thus petitioner’s

9 of discretion. Such an abuse is established if the agency 9 reliance on section 21168 in its braef does not affect the

10 has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the 10 outcome of this case.

" determination or decision is not supported by substantial 1 An EIR is presumed adequate, and the plaintiff in a

12 evidence.” (Petitioners’ opening brief, 8:24-9:2, citing 12 CEQA case has the burden of proving ctherwise. (Al Larson
Ebbets Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept. of Forestry & 13 Boat Shop v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18

B pire Protection (2008) 43 Cal.dth 936, 944.) Cal.Bpp.dth 729, 745.)

14 Respondent contends that its action was quasi- 14 | 1. ADEQUACY OF THE FINAL PROGKAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

15 legislative and that review is governed by Public Resources 18 REPORT FOR THE PROJECY

16 Code section 21168.5, which limits the Court’s inquiry to 16 A. WHETHER THE FPEIR FAILED TO INCLUDE AN ADEQUATE

17 | whether there was a prejudicial abuse of discretion. 17 | DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AND FERSIBLE ALTERNATIVES

18 Respondent states that under this standard, a prejudicial 18 1. One of petitioners’ principal contentions is

19 abuse of discretion is established if the agency has not 19 that the project description in the FPEIR failed to provide

20 proceeded in a manner required by law or if the decision is 20 sufficient detail on the Pacheco alignment to determine the

21 not supported by substantial evidence. Respondent further 2 project's impacts in displacing residents and businesses.

22 states that a prejudicial abuse of discretion is established 22 The FPEIR and the Authority’s findings assume that most, if

23 if the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law 23 not all, of the proposed high-speed rail line in the area

24 or if the decision is not supported by substantial 24 between San Jose and Gilroy would be built within existing

25 evidence. (Respondent’s brief in Opposition to Petition, 25 right-of-way, “the existing Caltrain corridor.” (BR

2 6:25-7:3, citing Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 26 AOOOF}31, see also BOOél?j.)‘ However, Unicn Pac1f:l~c R:inllroad

”7 supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.dd 553, 564 [Goleta II].) 27 had informed th% Authority just prior to the publication of

The Court concludes that respondent’s action was quasi- 28 the FPEIR that it would not allow the Authoraty to use any

28 ) of its right-of-way for the Project. (AR E000027.) And E

legislative and that review3 is governed by Public Resources 4 ;
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after the FPEIR was released, but before the Authority
certified the FPEIR and made the related findings and
decisions, Union Pacific submitted a longer letter
reiterating its unwillingness to share its tracks with High-
Speed Rail vehicles. (AR E000003~E0000004.)

However, the FPEIR appears to show that the portion of
the chosen Pacheco alignment between San Jose and Gilroy
follows the Union Pacific right-of-way (AR B003944, BO003955,
B003961, B0O05105-5109, B006293.) In many places it shares
the right-of-way with the Union Pacific line (e.g., PR
B005292, B005298, B005300) and is sandwiched between the
Union Pacific right-of-way and Monterey Road/Highway (AR
B005300, G001425-G001437). If Union Pacific will not allow
the Authority to use its right-of-way, it appears it will be
necessary for the Buthoraty to obtain additional right-of-
way outside of this area, requiring the taking of property
and displacement of residents and businesses. However, none
of this was addressed in the FPEIR.

Respondent argues that a programmatic EIR does not need
to contain a high degree of detail, and that detailed
information can be deferred to a later site-specific project
EIR. (CEQA Guidelines, sections 15146, 15152; In re Bay
Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Cases (2008)
43 Cal.4th 1143, 1169-1172.) Respondent contends that the
Project description in the FPEIR contains an adequate level
of detail for a programmatic EIR. It argues that this EIR
was intended to support the Authority in making the '
fundamental choice of a preferred alignment and station
locations, but not select a precise footprint for high speed

train facilities. More importantly, respondent argues, the
5
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FPEIR does not assume use of the Union Pacific right-of-way
petween San Jose and Gilroy, but rather that it depicts the
HST tracks adjacent to Union Pacific’s right-of-way; see,
e.g., Figure PP-6 at B005292. Respondent centends that this
figure also shows there is room for the HST fracks between
the Union Pacific right-of-way and Monterey Highway
(B005292) .

Petitioners contend that Figure PP-6 (AR B005292)
identifies “Existing ROW” for “Monterey Road” but does not
explicitly identify the existing right-of-way for the UP
tracks. Petitioners contend that Figures PP-12 (AR B005296)
and PP-14 (AR B005298), by contrast, clearly show the HST
right-of-way as lying within that existing right-of-way.
Several maps show little room between the existing UP tracks
and the Monterey Highway (e.g. AR G001432-G001435.)
Respondent, in oral arguments, argued a different
interpretation of Figure PP-14.

The Court concludes that the description of the
alignment of the HSR tracks between San Jose and Gilroy was
inadequate even for a programmatic EIR. The lack of
specificity in turn results in an inadequate discussion of
the impacts of the Pacheco alignment alternative on
surrounding businesses and residences which may be
displaced, construction impacts on the Monterey Highway, and
impacts on Union Pacific’s use of its right-of-way and spurs
and consequently its freight operations.

2. Petitioners contend that the project description
failed to provide an adequate explanation or delineation of
the project's costs. They contend that the cost estimates

in the FPEIR were inaccurate and skewed to favor the Pacheco
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Pass alignment alternative by significantly understating the
acquisition costs for permanent right-of-way and temporary
construction-period right-of-way. They also contend that
the cost analyses for Altamont Pass alignment alternatives
considered only the cost of a new high or low bridge but not
the option of “piggybacking” on the existing Dumbarton rail
bridge.

The authorities cited by petitioners do not require
project cost information to be in an EIR; case authority
does, however, hold that cost information is required to
support a lead agency’s CEQA findings when it rejects
alternatives as economically infeasible. (Uphold Our
Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 587;
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (“Goleta
I”y (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167.) The Authority did not
reject all of the Altamont alternatives as economically
infeasible. Furthermore, the Court finds that the FPEIR's
cost information is supported by substantial evidence. The
evidence includes Chapter 4 (B004624-647) which in turn
refers to Appendices 4A and B (B005971-6086, B006087-6180);
and Appendix D (B004637; B004646; B006243).

3. Petitioners contend that the FPEIR failed to
accurately and impartially describe the operating
characteristics of the project alternatives. They contend
that the FPEIR failed to accurately describe the frequency
of service for the Altamont and Pacheco alternatives in that
it did not consider “train-splitting.”

The Court finds that the EIR provides an adequate
description of HSR operations, supported by substantial

evidence. The ridership forecasts were developed by experts
7
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in the field of transportation modeling and were subject to
three independent peer review panels. (See C001886-88,
C001879-964, C001954-60, E004118-148; E004149-187; E004188~
97.) Substantial evidence supports respondent’s approach of
not using train-splitting on main trunk service. Evidence
in the record, including evidence submitted by petitioners,
shows that train-splitting and coupling is operationally
disruptive, and that while some HST systems worldwide use
train-splitting and coupling, the use is very limited. (See
B004716, B0066%4, B008032, B00B035-36, B008037.)

Petitioners also contend that the FPEIR failed to
adequately and fairly describe the ridership of the Altamont
and Pacheco alternatives. They contend the Pacheco
alignment would not draw significant additional recreational
ridership because the limited number of stops on the HSR
would make it less attractive than the already-existing
Caltrain “baby bullet” route, and any additional ridership
would be at the expense of Caltrain ridership rather than
taking cars off the road.

The Court finds that the ridership modeling and
forecasts performed by the Authority and the MTC are
substantial evidence to support the FPEIR's description of
the Pacheco alternative as having higher “recreational and
other” ridership than Altamont pass. The ridership analysis
concluded that it taps into a very wide market in Santa
Clara County (B006696) and also creates a sizeable HST
market to and from the Monterey Bay area, a market virtually
non-existent for the Altamont Pass alternative (B006695).
The ridership analysis also suggests that some individuals

will pay a premium to ride the HST rather than Caltrain in
8
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this corridor based on the service being faster and more

reliable. (B006696.)
B. WHETHER THE FPEIR AND THE AUTHORITY'S FINDINGS

FAILED TO ADEQUATELY IDENTIFY AND MITIGATE THE PROJECT'S

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

petitioners contend the Authority understated the
project’s potentially significant impacts and overstated the
degree to which those impacts would be adequately
mitigated. Petitionexrs’ primary contentions regarding
impacts concexn biological impacts, growth-inducing impacts,
and local impacts along the San Francisco Peninsula (noise,
vibration, visual, taking of property and severance impécﬁs,
and impacts on mature and heritage trees) .

1. Exhaustion of administrative remedies:

Respondent contends that petitioners failed to exhaust
administrative remedies as to any defect in the respondent’s
CEQA findings on impacts and mitigation, and that therefore
the exhaustion of administrative remedies doctrine codified
in Public Resources Code section 21177 bars petitioners’
claim that respondent’s CEQAR findings on impacts and
mitigation are not supported by substantial evidence. The
authorities cited by respondent, including Mira Mar Mobile
Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 447,
do not support respondent’s contention that it was necessary
to specifically object to proposed findings. The Court
concludes that the criticisms, comments and objections made
to the EIR were sufficient to exhaust administrative
remedies as to the issues raised in this case.

2. Biological impacts: Petitioners contend that

the analysis and mitigation of the impacts to the Grasslands
9
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Ecological Area (“GEA”) along the Pacheco alignment and to
the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge (“Refuge”) along
the Altamont alignment were not adequate, were neither equal
nor ihpartial, and were lacking in detail. Petitioners also
contend that certain factors are considered for the GEA but
not for the Refuge, and that respondent did not adequately
consider comments that replacing an existing bridge
embankment with an elevated structure on piles would
actually enhance conditions in the Refuge.

The Court finds that substantial evidence supports
respondent’s treatment of biological impacts to the GEA and
the Refuge. The impacts analysis and mitigation section of
the EIR (see generally AR B004462-4538), read together with
the responses to comments {see B006584 et seg.; G000807-
00814 [Summary of Key Issues on the DPEIR]) constitutes an
adequate and impartial analysis of the biological impacts on
the two areas. The same methodology was used throughout the
area. The level of detail was adequate for a programmatic
EIR. The FPEIR’s identification of a more detailed
mitigation strategy for the GEA (AR B004537) but not for the
Refuge is not unreasonable because the lands within the
Refuge boundary are already protected. The record does not
support petitioners’ contention that the inclusion of a more
detailed mitigation strategy for the GEA and not the Refuge
was the cause of concerns expressed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (B006366) and the U.S Environmental
Protection Agency (B006358) about use of areas within the
refuge.

3. Growth-inducing impacts: Petitioners contend

that the analysis of growth-inducing impacts was not
10
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adequate. They contend that there was not a sufficlent
analysis of the impacts in three rural counties—San Benito,
santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties. pPetitioners contend that
the HSR will extend the area in which existing employees can
live and commute to a job in a distant urban center, and
that such growth is not analyzed in the FPEIR. Instead,
there was analysis as to eleven other counties and San
Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties were merely
included in “the rest of California.”

The Court finds that the FPEIR contains an analysis of
growth-inducing impacts which is sufficient to satisfy
CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, sec. 21100, subd. (b)(5); CEQA
Guidelines, sec. 15126(d), 15126.2(d).) Nothing in the
Guidelines or in the cases requires more than a general
analysis of projected growth. (Napa Citizens for Honest
Government v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91
Cal.App.4th 342, 369.) Respondent relied on established
modeling programs, the Transportation and Economic
Development Impact System (TREDIS) and the California
Urbanization and Biodiversity Analysis (CURBR) . Stations
will be located in already-urbanized areas and thus the bulk
of the growth increase will occur in already urbanized
areas. Petitioners’ claim that the HSR will result in
greater development in the three more distant rural counties
is based on speculation, not matters as to which they have
technical expertise or which are based on relevant personal
observations. (See Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004) 122
cal.App.4th 572, 583.) Respondent’s responses to comments
explained that the system would not result in a significant

increase in commute accessibility to the Bay Area for a
11
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number of reasons, including the limited number of stations,
the localized accessibility benefits provided by these
limited stations, the lack, of local transit options in
outlying areas, the higher cost of HST use for shorter trips
compared to auto use, and time considerations. (B006647-48;
B006712-13.) The Court finds the analysis to be

sufficient.

4. Local impacts along the San Francisco Peninsula

Petitioners contend that the Project will result in
significant noise, vibration, and visual impacts; that it
will result in significant land use impacts., including
specifically taking of property and severance impacts; and
that it will impact mature and heritage trees along the

right-of-way:

a. Noise, Vibration, and Visual Impacts

petitioners contend that section 3.4 of the FPEIR,
addressing the project’s noise and vibrational impacts
failed to identify specific gquantifiable standards or
criteria used to determine whether the impacts would be
significant, and that it identified qualitative criteria but
failed to provide evidence by which the public could
determine whether these criteria had been met. Further
respondent found that vibrational impacts would be reduced
to a level of insignificance (AR0C00024), but petitioners
contend there is no evidence in the record to support this

finding.

12
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As for noise and vibration impacts, petitioners contend
that the FPEIR does not provide appropriately detailed
jnformation to show that noise impacts will be reduced below
a level of significance. The FPEIR also identifies the need
for extensive soundwalls of up to 16 feet in height, but
petitioner contends respondent does not address the
potential visual impact of these barriers and improperly
puts off consideration of such impacts to the project level
environmental review.

The Court finds that the FPEIR contains an adequate
level of detail regarding noise for a program EIR. The
analysis used Federal Railroad Administration and Federal
rransit Administration criteria and tools to assess noise.
(B004100-4105.) The FRA manual contemplates that the
evaluation will first look at general questions.

(C008070.) It concluded that grade separations at existing
crossings would result in noise benefits, and listed
mitigation strategies, including design practices, to reduce
impacts. (B004120-4137.)

The FPEIR also considered all HST alternatives to
result in significant noise and vibration impacts for
purposes of the programmatic analysis. (B004129.) It noted
that more detailed mitigation strategies for noise and
vibration impacts would be developed in the next stage of
environmental analysis. (B004129-30.) Response to comments
noted that project-level environmental review will consider
design and profile variations to reduce impacts, as well as
design options for noise barriers. (BO06480, B006538-40.)

The FRA manual identifies means of mitigating vibrational

13
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impacts (C008147; C008176-8180) and noise impacts (C008085,
c008117-8122) .
However, with regard to vibration impacts, the FPEIR

states:
“Although mitigation measures will
reduce vibration impact levels, at the
programmatic level 1t 1s uncertain
whether the reduced vibration levels
will be below a significant impact. The
type of vibration mitigation and
expected effectiveness to reduce the
vibration impacts of the HST Alignment
Alternatives to a less-than-significant
level will be determined as part of the
second-tier project-level environmental
analyses.” (B004131 [emphasis added].)

Nevertheless, the Authority, in its CEQA Findings of
Fact, found that, as to the impact of vibrations, specified
mitigation strategies “will reduce this impact to a less-
than significant level.” (A000025 {emphasis added].)

The Court finds that in light of this contradiction
between the FPEIR and the CEQA Findings, the Authority’s
finding that the mitigation strategies will reduce the
vibration impact to a less-than-significant level is not
supported by substantial evidence.

visual impacts: The FPEIR recognizes that sound
barriers may be necessary mitigation measures along some
portions of the HST route through the Peninsula.
petitioners contend that the visual impacts of these
barriers should have been analyzed in more detail. However,
the extent to which nolse barriers would be used could not
be known until the next stage of environmental analysis
when engineering and design considerations will be applied

on a site-specific basis. (B004129-30.) Sound barriers are

14
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discussed in FPEIR section 3.9, Esthetics and Visual
Resources, along with mitigation strategies. (B004305~
4307.) Visual and esthetic impacts were considered
significant and unavoidable. (B004307.) The FPEIR
identified subsequent analysis which should be performed.
(Id.) Respondent found that as part of the site-specific
design, many of the impacts on aesthetics and visual
resources can be avoided or substantially mitigated, but
that it did not have sufficient evidence to make that
determination on a program-wide basis. Therefore, for
purposes of this programmatic EIR, esthetic and visual
impact was considered significant and unavoidable.
(A000041.) Respondent adopted a Statement of Overriding
Considerations. (A000104-109.)

The Court finds that petitioners have failed to
establish that respondent failed to adequately analyze the
visval impacts of the Project or that it otherwise abused
its discretion.

b. Land Use Impacts

Petitioners contend that the Project will result in
significant land use impacts, including taking of property
and severance impacts. Atherton contended in its comment
letter that the proposed four-track alignment would result
in the need to take additional property beyond the existing
right-of-way. (B006530.) However, the response to this
comment (B006537-40) and the CEQA findings (A000029-33)
indicated that the HST tracks were expected to fit within
the Caltrain right-of-way.

As discussed elsewhere in this Court’s ruling, Union

Pacific has stated it is unwilling to allow its right-of-way
15
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to be used for the project. The need for the taking of
additional property is a related issue that will be required
to be analyzed in connection with further analysis of the
impact of Union Pacific’s denial of use of its right-of-
way.

c. Mature and Heritage Trees

Petitioners contend that the Project will impact mature
and heritage trees along the right-of-way. But the FPEIR’s
response to Atherton’s comments indicates, in part, that a
more detailed review of the impacts on mature and heritage
trees would be performed at a project level environmental
review (B06538) and that the HST is not expected to require
the removal of trees along the right-of-way in Atherton
(B006538) .

The Court finds that respondent did not need Lo conduct
a more detailed review of the impacts on trees at this level
and properly deferred such analysis to project~level
environmental review.

C. WHETHER THE FPEIR'S ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS WAS

INADEQUATE AND IMPROPERLY PREDISPOSED TOWARDS THE PACHECO

ALIGNMENT

Petitioners contend that the Authority's findings
improperly determined that all Altamont alternatives were
infeasible. Petitioners contend that it improperly
determined that there were cost and regulatory obstacles to
a Dumbarton Bay crossing; that the deci;ion to eliminate
several Altamont choices because of lower ridership and
frequency of service was not supported by substantial
evidence; and that construction difficulties for the

Altamont alternatives should not have been the basis for
16
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eliminating those alternatives. petitioners contend
solutions and answers existed to meet each of the issues.
Petitioners further contend that the Authority's decision to
dismiss an alternative using the median of U.S. Highway 101
or 1-280 through the Peninsula without analysis violated
CEQA.

The Court finds that the FPEIR studied a reasonable
range of alternatives and presented a fair and unbiased
analysis. There were dozens of different ways to build the
HST to connect the Bay Area and the Central Valley. The EIR
divided the study area into six study corridors, examined
different alignment alternatives and station locations
options within each corridor, and further broke down the
alignment alternatives into segments.

Substantial evidence supports the FPEIR'S discussion of
operational and environmental issues related to the Altamont
pass alternatives. The potential environmental impacts of
the alternatives were discussed in Chapter 3 of the FPEIR.
Chapter 7 of the EIR summarizes and compares the
environmental consequences of 21 representative network
alternatives, defining the major tradeoffs among the
possible network alternatives. This fostered informed
public participation and decision-making. (Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the Universaty of California
(“Laurel Heights I”)(1988) 47 Cal.3d 37, 404.)

The Court finds that substantial evidence in the record
supports the FPEIR's explanation that putting the HST system
over the existing, out-of-service Dumbarton Rail Bridge is
not reasonable. (See, e.g., GB003926-27 [existing retrofit

plans involve only a single track], B006687 [HST requires
17
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two separated and dedicated tracks}, B006368, B006687,
B006742.) The EIR reasonably concludes that a shared
Caltrain/HST Dumbarton crossing would require at least a new
double track bridge. (B003926-927, B006687; G000809.) The
Bay Area regional Rail Plan reached the same conclusion.
(D001484.) Furthermore, the existing Dumbarton Rail Bridge
has two swing bridges that pivot to allow ship traffic, a
systemic vulnerability which is inconsistent with the speed,
reliability and safety requirements of the HST system.
(B006687, B004044.

The Court also finds that the FPEIR reasonably
concluded that train-splitting was not a reasonable
alternative, and that avoiding additional branch splits
would benefit train operations and service. The FPEIR and
the CEQA Findings treat the branch issue equally for both
Altamont Pass and Pacheco Pass.

The Court also finds that the FPEIR accurately
describes construction challenges for the Altamont Pass with
a Bay crossing or using the I-880 median. The challenges
for a Bay crossing include loss of wetland habitats in the
Bay associated with a new Bay crossing, the potential
difficulty of obtaining the types of permits and
environmental clearances needed to build a new Bay crossing
because of the limits which federal law imposes on
activities within the Don Edwards National Wildlife Refuge,
and the permitting jurisdiction of the Bay Conservation and
Development Commission. The record shows that the
construction challenges for use of the I-880 median are
complex - a complexity also recognized by the Metropolitan

Transportation Commission.
18

'CALIFORNIA

Page 14-29




Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO2 - Continued

@ @ N s W N -

NN NN NN N R 2 o a
BN B RRBRBRS T aI s ar a2

The Court further concludes that the record supports
the Authority's decision to exclude from further detailed
study an alternative using the median of U.S. Highway 101 or
1-280 through the Peninsula. The primary reason for
eliminating these alignment alternatives was the need to
construct an aerial guideway for the train adjacent to and
above the existing freeway, while maintaining freeway access
and capacity during construction. Such need would result in
substantially increased construction costs and
constructability 1ssues. These alignments would also have
significant or potentially significant environmental
impacts, due to height and proximity to wildlife preserves.
The evidence supports the elimination of the 101 and 280
alignment alternatives from detailed study.

TIT. WHETHER THE AUTHORITY IMPROPERLY REFUSED TO RECIRCULATE

THE DRAFT PROGRAM EIR AFTER UNION PACIFIC'S ANNOUNCEMENT OF

ITS

UNWILLINGNESS TO ALLOW USE OF ITS RIGHT-OF-WAY

Petitioners contend that portions of the Pacheco
alignment as analyzed by respondent are dependent upon the
use of Union Pacific Railroad’s right-of-way, and that
respondent improperly refused to recirculate the DPEIR after
Union Pacific Railroad announced its unwillingness to allow
use of its right-of-way shortly before respondent’s approval
of the Pacheco alignment.

Respondent contends that the alignment is not dependent
upon the use of Union Pacific’s right-of-way.

However, this Court concludes that various drawings,
maps and photographs within the administrative record

strongly indicate that it is. The record further indicates
19
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that if the Union Pacific right-of-way is not available,
there may not be sufficient space for the right-of-way
needed for the HST without either impacting the Monterey
Highway or without the takings of additional amounts of
residential and commercial property.

These are significant impacts which were sufficient to
trigger the recirculation of the FPEIR. However, respondent
failed to take such further action after it received Union
pacific’s statement of its position.

Iv. WHETHER THE AUTHORITY FAILED TO CONSIDER OR RESPOND TO

MENLO PARK'S COMMENT LETTER ON THE DPEIR

This issué is moot in light of thé Court’s ruling
denying the motion to augment the administrative record. In
that ruling, the Court determined that the evidence was
insufficient to establish that Menlo Park’s comment
was received by the Buthoraity. The Authority was not
required to consider or respond to a comment letter it did
not receive.

V. RESPONDENT’ S CONTENTION THAT PETITIONERS FAILED TO

EXHAUST ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES

Respondent contends that petitioners failed to exhaust
administrative remedies as to any defect in the respondent’s
CEQA findings on impacts and mitigation, and that therefore
the exhaustion of administrative remedies doctrine codified
in Public Resources Code section 21177 bars petitioners
claim that respondent’s CEQA findings on impacts and
mitigation are not supported by substantial evidence. As

stated in the Court’s discussion of arguments concerning

impacts, supra, the Court concludes that petitioners

20
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exhausted their administrative remedies as to the issues

raised in this case.

vI. PALO ALTQ’S AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF

pPalo Alto was granted leave to file an amicus brief.
However, its brief has raised legal issues not raised and
briefed by the parties, including challenges to the use of a
second program EIR, the Authority’s treatment of land use
compatibility, and an alleged failure to consult Palo Alto.
For this reason its arguments have been disregarded by the
Court.
VII. CONCLUSION

fhe Court finds petitioners have met their burden of
showing that the EIR contains an inadequate description of
the project, that respondent’s finding that mitigation
strategies will reduce the vibration impact to a less-than-
significant level is not supported by substantial evidence,
that as a result of the FEIR's inadequate description of the
project its land use analysis was inadequate, and that
respondent improperly failed to recirculate the FPEIR upon
receipt of Union Pacific's statement of its position
regarding its right-of-way. The petition for writ of
mandate is granted on these grounds.

petitioners’ other contentions are without merit.
VITI. DISPOSITION

petitioners shall prepare a judgment consistent with
this ruling and in accordance with California Rules of
Court, rule 3.1320 and Local Rule 9.16. Petitioners shall

also prepare a writ for issuance by the clerk of the court.
21
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Petitioners shall recover their costs pursuant to a
memorandum of costs.
DATED: August 26, 2009

’

M{CHAEL P. KENNY,
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
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ATTACHMENTD
1
2 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAILING
3 (C.C.P. Sec. 1013a(3)) City Council High Speed Rail Subcommittee
4
Guiding Principles
5 . Adopted May 18, 2009
1, the Clerk of the Superior Court of California, County of Sacramento, P .
6 The City C il High Speed Rai C itte isti i
y Council High Speed Rail Subcommittee, consisting of four members, is
7 certify that | am not a party to this cause, and on the date shown below | served designated by the City Council to represent the City in public in meetings with
. community groups and stakeholders, when speaking (o other public agencies, when
8 the foregoing RULING by depositing true copies thereof, enclosed in separate, providing written correspondence in advocating for legislation related to high speed rail.
9 sealed envelopes with the postage fully prepaid, in the United States Mal at The Subcommitiee will have the authority to speak on behalf of the City Council at
" " hearings on short notice when full City Council discussion at a regularly scheduled
10 Sacramento, California, each of which envelopes was addressed respectively to Council meeting is not feasible. In such cases the Subcommittee should be guided by
11 the persons and addresses shown below. br'oad prmcfplcs .lh_a& are consistent with cxisting City Comprehensive Plan and adopted
City Council policies.
12
Stuart Flashman
13 Attorney at Law In order 1o ensure consistency with existing City Council positions and policies, the
5626 Ocean View Drive Subcommittee will be guided by the following principles:
14 Oakiand, CA 94618
Jeff Hoffman e The City is supportive of efforts to improve accountability and effective
15 Attorney at Law governance of high speed rail planning and operations.
16 132 Coleridge Street #B
San Francisco, CA 84110 , e The City advocates advancing economic feasibility analysis and project {inancing
options by High Speed Rail Governing Body to implement sclected alternatives.
7 Danae Aitchison P yIER S soveming Body P
Attorney at Law . . . . . .
18 1300 | gtreet #Suite 125 e The Ad Hoc committee will work with peninsula cities coalition to draft
19 Sacramento, CA 94244 Memorandum of Understanding with Caltrain and HSRA and return to full
Council for review and approval.
20 Knstina Lawson, Arthur Coon
q\gg;nﬁyg;:ff%‘;vnia Bivd.. Fifth Floor e The City understands the opportunity to apply for Federal stimulus funding but is
21 Walut Creek, Ca 04596 conccme(‘i that cnpugh time is allowed for appropriate analysis, public process,
and decision making.
22
23 . I, the UntdefSigr:!ed depl;ly clerk, dectare under penalty of perjury that the e The City recognizes that High Speed Rail, if done correctly, has the potential to
oregoing Is true ana correct. minimize adverse impacts and be beneficial to the community.
24
25 e While acknowledging that the current direction for the San Jose to San Francisco
Superior Court of California, High Speed Train project is to usc the Caltrain right-of-way as the for the high
26 County of speed rail corridor between San Jose and San Francisco, the City is open to and
could support alternative alignments.
27| paear A6 26 N0
28 o The Ad Hoc Committee will be guided by the City of Palo Alto Scoping
Comments for the California High Speed Rail Authority’s San Francisco to San
1 . Jose High Speed Train (HST) Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
“ Impact Statement (EIR/EIS).
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The City supports Caltrain electrification and improved commuter rail services
between San Francisco and San Jose. The City supports evaluation of operating
conditions along the Caltrain right-of-way that would be conducive to a high speed
rail intercity connection in San Jose, with improved Caltrain commuter rail service
between San Jose and San Francisco.

The City is supportive of exploring creative urban design and use of context-
sensitive design processes that consider community values in collaborative
community-sensitive planning and for the high speed rail project.

The Subcommitice shall provide monthly reports to the Council on the activities of
the Peninsula cities Consortium.

The Subcommittee will meet regularly with community leaders and stakeholders
to inform and involve the larger Palo Allo community in the planning, review,
oversight and decision-making for the San Francisco to San Jose HST project.

CALIFORNIA
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Response to Letter LO02 (City Manager, City of Palo Alto Planning and Community Environment, April 12, 2010)

The City of Palo Alto provided 2 letters (LO02 and L003). Both
letters are similar in the topics raised, but in some cases had
additional items in letter LO03. The Authority has responded to both
letters but in many cases, the responses in letter LO02 are referred
to letter LOO3 which provides a more substantive response.

L002-1
Comment acknowledged.

LO02-2

Although the commenter correctly identifies that no public meetings
were held on the Peninsula as part of this Revised Program EIR
process, the Authority disagrees that this has defeated CEQA's
information disclosure purposes. CEQA includes no specific
requirements for holding public meetings in conjunction with release
of a Draft EIR or a revised Draft EIR. The Authority did hold two
public meetings to receive comment on the Revised Draft Program
EIR in April 2010 in San Jose. Public notification of the release of
this document was extended to include notification to more than
50,000 individuals, public entities, and organizations. The process
fully complies with CEQA.

LO02-3

The comment identifies a list of information that the commenter
suggests triggers recirculation of the entire prior Program EIR/EIS,
including: alleged flaws in the ridership model; new information
being developed for project-level EIR/EIS documents; impacts
disclosed in the Revised Draft Program EIR related to Monterey
Highway; a new seismic retrofit of SR 92 San Mateo highway bridge;
and the need to consider a new alternative along SR 84 in the East
Bay. We disagree that the issues identified in the comment trigger
recirculation of the entire prior Program EIR. The Authority has
revised portions of its May2008 Final Program EIR to comply with

the court judgment in the Town of Atherton CEQA litigation. That
judgment identified the issues the court determined required further
CEQA compliance. The court did not identify that the Authority was
required to study further alternatives, but rather concluded that the
May 2008 Final Program EIR analyzed a reasonable range of
alternatives. Authority staff find that the ridership model is a
sufficient tool for environmental review purposes and the statement
that the model is flawed does not trigger recirculation. Likewise the
project-level information being developed does not trigger
recirculation because it does not constitute significant new
information at the program level.

LO02-4
See Response to Comment LO03-16.

LO02-5
See Response to Comment LO03-19.

LO02-6

The Authority disagrees that the project description in the Program
EIR is inconsistent and the comment does not identify how or why
the project description is inconsistent. The project description is
contained in Chapters 1 and 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. In
response to the court judgment in the Town of Atherton case, the
Authority has provided clarified information about project location
information for the area between San Jose and Gilroy in the Revised
Draft Program EIR material. The Authority believes the project
description complies with CEQA.

LO02-7
See Response to Comment LO03-17.
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LO0O2-8

The comment appears to relate to the Authority's Business Plan
rather than the Program EIR. Chapter 2 of the 2008 Program EIR
addressed the basis for the ridership forecasts being used for
environmental analysis and references the reader to the ridership
documentation prepared by Cambridge Systematics. The 2008
Program EIR analyzed a no project alternative, which discusses the
consequences of not constructing the HST system. In addition, the
2008 Final Program EIR includes comparative information on the
ridership projections associated with different network alternatives in
Chapter 7. Also see Standard Responses 4 and 8.

LO02-9
See Response to Comment LO03-30.

LO02-10
See Response to Comment LO03-31.

LO02-11
See Response to Comment LO03-32.

LO02-12

More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. This analysis
will include evaluation of the impacts on potentially affected local
businesses. See Standard Response 3.

LO02-13
See Response to Comment LO03-39.

LO02-14
See Response to Comment LO03-41.

LO02-15

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

requiring corrective work under CEQA. One of these topics included
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and
Gilroy. This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area. The HST
alignment between San Francisco and San Jose would not share
UPRR right-of-way. See Response to Comment L003-41.

LO02-16
See Response to Comment LO03-40.

L002-17
See Response to Comment LO03-43.

L002-18
See Response to Comment LO03-42.

L002-19
See Response to Comment LO03-44.

L0O02-20

This comment states that the environmental document used flawed
assumptions in determining impacts significance, but did not explain
or provide examples. The Authority respectfully disagrees with this
comment.

LO02-21

The Authority disagrees that the environmental document did not
address the impacts of grade separations. See the 2008 Final
Program EIR and Chapters 2 and 3.18 related to the alternatives and
construction impacts. In addition, Chapter 3.4, Noise and Vibration,
identified the noise benefits of grade separations and as noted in
Chapter 3.7, Land Use, grade separations where none previously
existed would improve circulation between neighborhood areas and
schools, businesses and other destinations. See Standard Response
2 regarding the tiered planning and environmental process and
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Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impact analysis
and mitigation in the program environmental document.

LO02-22

Mitigation for noise impacts, including soundwalls, cannot be
determined at the program level. Noise mitigation specifics will be
developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. The project specific
analysis will identify the materials for soundwalls, locations along the
railway where they would be proposed, appropriate designs and
appropriate heights. It would be inappropriate at the program level
of analysis to assume that soundwalls would be needed for the
entire Caltrain corridor, if it is included in the network alternative
ultimately selected by the Authority for further analysis. Also see
Standard Response 5.

LO02-23

Visual impacts were analyzed at the program level along the entire
Caltrain corridor, not specific locations. The 2008 Final Program EIR
depicts HST running in a combination of at-grade and retained fill
through Palo Alto and along most of the Caltrain corridor. This is
shown in Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 4 of 6. The height of the fill varies
from 7 to 15 feet. A photosimulation was provided in the Final
Program EIR of an elevated section passing the Burlingame Caltrain
depot. This location was chosen to show the proposed project in the
context of a historic building. The Final Program EIR included
additional simulations for prototypical locations throughout its study
area, but did not include one for Palo Alto. Additional simulations will
be undertaken as part of the project-level EIR/EIS analysis.

LO02-24

In the Final Program EIR, shadow impacts were noted for
subsections with long distances of elevated alignments, such as in
the East Bay. Within the Caltrain corridor, the alignment was
evaluated on a retained fill at times. Across the entire corridor, the
shadow and shading effects would be low. Many locations are
already shaded due to the trees, fences or buildings lining the
existing right-of-way. Additional analysis of visual impacts will be
conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO02-25

In locations where a retained fill is topped with a soundwall, a
potential design could have the retaining wall and soundwall appear
as one feature, or the retaining wall and soundwall could be
designed to appear as two separate structures. The aesthetic
considerations of alternative design strategies are appropriate to
analyze at the project-level EIR/EIS, not the program level.

Soundwall height cannot be determined at the program level. Please
refer to Response to Comment L002-22.

L0O02-26
See Response to Comment LO03-49.

L002-27
See Response to Comment LO03-47.

L002-28
See Response to Comment LO03-51.

LO02-29
See Response to Comment LO03-52.

L0O02-30
See Response to Comment LO03-53.

LO02-31

The indirect loss of farmland due to potential induced sprawl was
addressed in Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Bay Area to Central Valley
Program EIR.

LO02-32
See Response to Comment LO03-54.

LO02-33
See Response to Comment LO03-54.
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LO02-34
See Response to Comment LO03-61.

L0O02-35
See Response to Comment LO03-72.

L0O02-36
See Response to Comment LO03-78.

L002-37
See Response to Comment LO03-77.

LO02-38
Comment noted. The Authority respectfully disagrees.

LO02-39

In developing demographic profiles, it is professional practice (and
also practiced by most State Departments of Transportation and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations) to identify environmental
justice communities by using a threshold level for percentage of
minority and low-income individuals within a given geographic area.
The percentage thresholds in the Program EIR were used to identify
locations within the study area where there were higher than
average concentrations of environmental justice communities as
compared to the surrounding study area, city and/or county as a
whole. In addition, the Program EIR evaluated size and type of
right-of-way needed for the alignment alternatives and proximity to
environmental justice populations. These factors provide a
reasonable indication of where potential benefits or disproportionate
impacts to minority and low-income populations would be most likely
to occur. Because this is a program-level document, the analysis
considered the potential for environmental justice impacts on a
broad scale. Additional analysis and public outreach will take place
during project-level investigations to identify minority and low-
income individuals including any dispersed locations of these
populations and to consider potential localized disproportionately
high and adverse effects. See also Standard Response 3.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

L002-40
See Response to Comment LO03-87.

L002-41
See Response to Comment LO03-87.

L002-42
See Response to Comment LO03-90.

L002-43
See Response to Comment LO03-91.

LO02-44
See Response to Comment LO03-92.

L0O02-45
See Response to Comment LO03-95.

LO02-46
See Response to Comment LO03-96.

L002-47
See Response to Comment LO03-97.

LO02-48
See Response to Comment LO03-99.

LO02-49

The potential to induce sprawl was addressed in Chapter 5 of the
2008 Final Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR.

L002-50
See Response to Comment LO03-105.
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LO02-51
See Response to Comment LO03-106.

LO02-52

Both the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and the Revised Draft Program
EIR address future land use compatibility based on information from
general plans and other regional and local transportation planning
documents. These documents were examined to assess an
alignment alternative's and station location option's potential
consistency with the goals and objectives defined therein. Because
this is a program-level document, the analysis evaluated land use
compatibility on a broad scale. Project-specific effects on land use,
planning and development will be evaluated at the project-level.

LO02-53
See Response to Comment LO03-108.

L002-54
See Response to Comment LO03-109.

LO02-55

The 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS states that the proposed San
Francisco to San Jose: Caltrain corridor would have a "high"
compatibility rating because it would be primarily within an active
commuter and freight rail corridor. In addition, construction of
grade separations where none previously existed would improve
circulation between neighborhood areas. The Authority Board
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and
at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the
Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives is being carried forward
in the project level analyses.

LO02-56

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. This resulted in a finding of
no community cohesion impacts at the program level. In addition,
construction of grade separations where none previously exist would
improve circulation between neighborhood areas. The Authority
Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to
avoid and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel,
aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose. Although
the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives ss being carried forward
in the project level analyses.

L002-57
Comment acknowledged.

LO02-58
See Response to Comment LO03-118.

LO02-59
See Response to Comment LO03-119.

L0O02-60
See the Response to Comment LO03-118.

L002-61
See the Response to Comment LO03-118.

LO02-62

See the Response to Comment L0O03-118. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address both short-term construction
impacts and long-term operational impacts.

LO02-63

See the Response to Comment L0O03-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project,
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including proposed grade separations and noise and vibration from
the grade-separated roadways.

LO02-64

See the Response to Comment LO03-116. Please see Chapter 3.4 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR. Section 3.4.1 discusses the
methodology used for the program-level analysis. More detailed
information and analysis including noise measurements at sensitive
receptors and modeling will be part of a project-level EIR/EIS
because the determination of impact is a product of the HST system
design and can only be done at the project level. See also Standard
Response 3.

LO02-65

See the Response to Comment LO03-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project,
including track maintenance.

LO02-66

See the Response to Comment LO03-118. The Authority Board
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and
at-grade. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008
program decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is
being carried forward in the project level analyses. .

LOO2-67

See the Response to Comment L0O03-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address the influence of climatic
conditions.

LO02-68
See the Response to Comment LO03-127.

LO02-69
See Response to Comment LO03-128

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO02-70
See the Response to Comment LO03-118.

LOO2-71

See the Response to Comment L0O03-129. Comment does not
specify height.

L0O02-72

See the Response to Comment L0O03-118. The project-level noise
analysis will address the noise levels with mitigation in place,
including noise from other sources.

LO02-73

Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR addresses potential project
effects on regional jobs, employment and urbanization patterns. The
program-level analysis combined population and employment growth
projections with land consumption forecasts to provide a measure of
"land consumed per new job and resident" and to determine the
efficiency of each network alternative at accommodating projected
growth. A project-specific land use and socioeconomic analysis will
be performed including an analysis of project effects on the future
jobs/housing balance in the region.

LO02-74
Comment acknowledged.

LO02-75
See Response to Comment LO03-138.

LO02-76
See Responses to Comment L003-138 and L003-139.

LO02-77

The transportation plans and policies of local jurisdictions will be
reviewed and included as appropriate in the project-level traffic
analysis.
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LOO2-78

The program-level EIR/EIS provided a general overview of
construction impacts. More detailed analysis of construction impacts
of the proposed HST project will be provided in the project-level
EIR/EIS analyses.

Detailed parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, construction and
cumulative transportation impacts of the HST Project will be fully
analyzed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS in a Traffic, Transit,
Circulation and Parking Report. This report will include (1) Changes
in traffic volumes on local streets that result from project and from
project construction and the effect of these changed volumes on
roadway operations and critical intersections. (2)The analysis of
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the parking
facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station,
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent
neighborhoods. (3) Potential impacts to transit including potential for
inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, potential for traffic
congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus service that serve or
run near stations or other transit operations. Potential impacts of
project construction on transit service will also be evaluated in detail.
(4)The project-level traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate
the effect of the project and project construction on existing and
planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential impacts on
pedestrian and bicycle connections to and across HST facilities will
be analyzed. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic
impacts including impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and
feasible mitigation measures will be included in project-level
EIR/EISs and documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and
Parking Report. (5) Cumulative potential traffic impacts due to the
proposed project.

L0O02-79
See Response to Comment LO02-78.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

L0O02-80
See Response to Comment LO02-78.

LO02-81

See Response to Comment LO03-151.

LO02-82

See Response to Comment LO03-154.

LO02-83

See Response to Comment LO03-155.

LO02-84

See Response to Comment LO03-156.

LO02-85

See Response to Comment LO03-157.

LO02-86

See Response to Comment LO03-157.

LO02-87

See Response to Comment LO03-159.

LO02-88

See Response to Comment LO03-160.

LO02-89

See Response to Comment LO03-161.

LO02-90

See Response to Comment LO03-162.

LO02-91

See Response to Comment LO03-163.
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L0O02-92
See Response to Comment LO03-163.

L002-93
See Response to Comment LO03-165.

L002-94
See Response to Comment LO03-166.

L002-95
See Standard Response 10.

LO02-96
See Standard Response 10.

LO02-97
See Response to Comment LO03-172.

LO02-98

The 2008 Final Program EIR ranked property impacts along the San
Francisco to San Jose corridor as low based on the fact that the
alignment would be built mostly within the existing publicly owned
right-of-way. The information now available (as reported in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material) indicates there may be a need

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

for limited property acquisition along the right-of-way in narrow
areas to allow for a four-track alignment that will accommodate
UPRR freight operations, if the Caltrain corridor is included in the
network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further
study. Accordingly, in the Revised Final Program EIR property
impacts in this corridor are now ranked between low and medium,
rather than low.

LO02-99

The responses to comments in the 2008 Final Program EIR were not
an area identified by the Superior Court in the Town of Atherton
case for further work under CEQA. The full volume of responses
provides good faith, reasoned responses to the comments that the
Authority believes fully complies with CEQA.

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-41



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO3 (Pat Burt, City of Palo Alto Office of the Mayor and City Council, April 23, 2010)

L03
" Mr. Dan Leavitt
City of Palo Alto April 23,2010
Office of the Mayor and City Council Fage2.of 29
. Comment A.2-3 - New information on pmjcct impacts and alternatives is being discovered
April 23, 2010 during the project-level envi lmnmcma.'l rewew for the San Francisco to San Joe,c and San LS
WNIRTe. y " Jose 1o Merced seg: This new i may indicate new or i d 7
California High Speed Rail Authority and new feasible al ives or i The new i ion needs to be
QQI?I Ean Lr.‘;v&lt. Hl:f;ly Dicos presented and analyzed in a revised and lated envi 1 d
 Street, Suite 142
Sacramento, CA 95814 Comment A.2-4 - New i ion has been p 1 in the Revised Draft EIR regardi
. . i the use of the Monterey Highway median for portions of the high-speed train (HST) rlght— LO03-6
Subject: HayAres fo Central Valley Revised Draft Program-Level EIR Material Comments of-way (ROW). The document fails 1o adequately address how the use of this median may
Dear Mr. Leavitt: result in impacts associated with noise, land use, property, traffic, and construction
. . . impacts,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California High Speed Rail Authority’s L003-1
March 2010 Bay Area to Central Vailey High-Speed -r’"‘f”_R"""-‘M Draft P’"”S"‘?”" EIR Comment A.2-5 - The recently announced project to conduct a seismic retrofit of the State
Material. The California HST project will have a long-lasting and far-reaching impact on Route 92 San Mateo Bridge opens the possibility of placing a HST crossing in conjunction
the City of Palo Alto. The City has thoroughly reviewed the Revised Draft Program EIR with rebuilding the bridge. The environmental document should be revised and recirculated |
and has the following comments: to inmrpnralc alignment alternatives that could be accommodated by this seismic retrofit e
projecl ansi 1o compare the relauve feasibility and potential environmental effects of these
A. General Comments and Process ives to the project and alternatives described in the earlier
Program EIR/EIS.
A.1  Public Meetings
Comment A.2-6 - The need to evaluate impacts from Union Pacific Railroad’s (UPRR)
Comment A.1-1 - No scoping ions or public gs were held anywhere on the recent refusal to share its ROW may render the proposed Central Valley to Bay Area
Peninsula between San Jose and San Francisco for the Revised Draft Program EIR. alignment infeasible. The emerging uncertainty regarding the availability of the UPRR LO03-8
Peninsula cities were also not included in the Outreach before the Second Draft Program ROW requires the Authority to identify and evaluate other alternative alignments for not
EIR/EIS process. The failure of the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) to only the Pacheco Pass but also the Altamont Pass, including an Altamont Pass alignment
solicit from c ities along the Peninsula during the scoping process, the ieaa that would run along State Route 84 through the East Bay rather than along the UPRR
EIR/EIS public review process, or the Revised Drafl Program EIR process precluded the = ROW.
effective participation of affected cc ities on the Penil and defeated the public ]
information and disclosure purposes of the California Environmental Quallty Act (CFQA) A3 Limiting Scope of Comments to the Revised Draft Program EIR
as it relates to those portions of the project that would be impl d on the P Inappropriately Limits the Analysis
A2  Significant New Information Comment A.3-1 - Limiting the scope of comments to the Revised Materials is
inappropriate if the original analysis was flawed. Some fundamental assumptions and L0039
Comment A.2-1 - Significant new information exists, under many environmental Lo underpinnings of the analysis, such as the ridership projections and business plan, have
parameters, that makes the earlier Program EIR/EIS invalid and requires a recirculation of been shown to be flawed; as such, all subsequent impact analyses that propagate these
the Program EIR/EIS, as well as recirculation of the Revised Program EIR. errors are themselves flawed.
: . + : Comment A.3-2 — The limited scope of the changes 1o the earlier Program EIS/EIR does
Comment A.2-2 - The ridership and revenue modeling used for the analysis and onpe PS5 70 e £
alternatives comparison is flawed, particularly given the new information provided in the not adequately address the defects in that document identified by the court in its order, LO03-10
2009 Business Plan update and the major shifts in the y sinice the g wiss Li3-4 because the dcﬁ:cfs in lhlc cnvmnn:nm:al ana];:s«is Ln that documel_:l also undemm}ed the
last completed. The ridership models need to be revised to provide a more accurate adequacy of the alternatives analysis and pr a fair comparison of the relative
forecast of ridership. impaets and feasibility of the proposed project and alternatives. The Authority must also
PO, Box 10250
Palo Alto, CA 94303
650.320.2477
6503283631 fax
k 100% recycled paper p the hi
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO3 - Continued

Mr. Dan Leavitt Mr. Dan Leavitt
April 23, 2010 April 23, 2010
Page 3 of 20 Page 4 of 29
update the alternatives analysis in the Program EIS/EIR 1o reflect the changes to the i}:’l}m (emphasis added). CEQA does not provide for this type of a document. The court has 'c‘g‘"f'“
environmental analysis for the proposed alignments. instructed the CHSRA to recirculate a revised EIR.
Comment A.6-3 — The d is inadeq in disclosing impacts iated with the
A4 Inappropriate Listing of Supporters and Opponents removal of vegetation and trees. For example, impacts to the El Palo Alto Historic L003-15
Redwood should be discussed in the Aesthetics and Visual Resources, Biological
Comment A.4-1 - It is inappropriate to list the agencies and organizations who support, or Resources, and Cultural Resources sections.
have exj | aver, the selection of the Preferred Alternative (Sections 7.3.2 and
Isewhere) in the d Their ¢ and concerns should certainly be Lo0311 B. Inadequate Project Description and Business Plan
acknowledged when deciding on the scope of a.nalysis in the EIR, but their identification in
this document can have the n.iToc'[ of unnecessarily pitting unc agency or organization B.1  Project Description
against another, rather than fi 2 ion on which env 1 issues need to be
addressed in the document. Comment B.1-1 - The project description is essentially limited to the alignment of the track
corridors and possible stations, but does not mention the additional support facilities, other
A5 Lack of Tables Makes Analysis Difficult than the maintenance facility, that would be needed. These additional support facilities
would include layover facilities, turnouts, bridges, and tunnels, advanced signaling and
Comment A.5-1 - The presentation of data in the text is confusing and makes the analysis communications systems, electrification facilities, station automobile parking structures, L0316
difficult to follow. The information would be more | ble and und dable to the and the public open spaces needed to support the pedestrian traffic generated by the hub
lay reader if presented in tables. An example of where such a table would be appropriate is LO03-12 stations, The Revised Program EIR is inadequate because they are not identified or
on page 7-17 in the Travel Times/Travel Conditions section of the document. Conversely, analyzed in the d If the p ial envi | impacts of these supporting
the text on page 4-3 repeats the information already presented in Table 4-1. More careful facilities are not going to be addressed in the Program EIR, the}« should be identified, the
use of tables is warranted. lyplcal effects explained, and should be addressed in detail in the forthcoming project-level
ing and envi .
A6 Premature Initiation of Project-Level Environmental Review
Comment B.1-2 - Grade separations are not idcmiﬁod in the document. The document
Comment A.6-1 — The Revised Draft Program EIR indicates that, even though the should indicate which ings are exy d to be d, and det'ne whether each
Authority has not completed or certified the Final Program EIR/EIS for the Central Valley intersection is to be separated by underpasses or overp ly the vehicular and
to Bay Area High Speed Train, and even though this document is intended to serve as the pedestrian traffic and not the HST). Grade separations cause subs!amlally more
basis for the Authority’s selection of one or more HST rail alignments between the Central construction, surface disturbance, noise, air quality, aesthetics, and transportation conflicts.
Valley and the Bay Area, the Authority is hel ing with its project-level An elevated railway would be a mgm['cam changr.‘ from the existing landscape, and could LonT
environmental review for specific segments of the HST system within the Bay Area and have significant impacts on neighboring ities. Project ion could have nd)
Central Valley. This strongly suggests that the Authority has predetermined the rail L003-13 significant impacts, such as disruption of existing rail service and disruption of local
alignments for the HST system, without sufficient regard for the conclusions and outcome businesses; these issues are not add.ressad in the ElR Identification UfPIDPOH:d grade
of the environmental review. Until the Final Program EIS/EIR is complete, the Authority ions is necessary to fully disclose the r | impacts iated with each of the
will not have sufficient information to approp ly eval all the allgnm:m alternatives, and to fairly compare the feasibility and environmental effects
altematives. It is inappropriate for the Authority to proceed with the project-level associated with each alternative. These impacts must be analyzed and the alternatives
ions of specific seg of the HST system until the Authority has fully and analysis updated for the CEQA document to be adequate.
adequately evaluated all the possible ali ives in the Final Program EIR/EIS,
and certified that document as adequate under NEPA and CEQA. Comment B.1-3 - The document fails 1o adequalelv describe the location ofl.he project,
including the proposed right-of-way, station | and other infr LO03-18
Comment A.6-2 — The document currently under review is titled “Bay Area to Central LOG3.14 The corresponding impacts are not analyzed and no mitigation is proposed. All of this
Valley High-Speed Train Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material” information is necessary 1o enable the Authority to compare the relative feasibility and
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO3 - Continued

Mr. Dan Leavitt Mr. Dan Leavitt
April 23, 2010 April 23, 2010
Page 5 of 29 Page 6 0f 29
| effects of the propesed rail alig and the various alternative L003-18 C B.1-9 - The d does not define how eminent domain would be used to
alignments, and to make a fair and informed selection of the most feasible and cont widen an existing corridor or to create a new corridor, For example, would the CHSRA L003-24
: lly | d alig only take the back yard of a residential property, or would CHSRA be forced to take the
entire property even if only a portion of the property is required for the corridor?
Comment B.1-4 — The document fails to adequately indicate the extent to which the project — . . ..
would require ition of private property through domain. This issue applies Cnmmen_l B.qu - Section 2704.09 of mmbly_slll (AB) 3034 se1s d_cs1gn c_ha{anlensucs
10 both the use of existing corridors where such corridors need to be widened, and the and requirements for an HS_T s_vstcm,l Th_es: requirements include maximum |1"mll.s on
possible requirement for identifying a new corridor should UPRR block the shared use of | Loo3-19 Srvel times; sych as. maximun travel tme from Osidand o Los Angeles of Jhougs 10
its ROW. The document also does not identify whether eminent domain would include the atinules, and azequirement thas such el bef accormodatad withaut the need fo chiangs
taking of all or only a portion of any of the neighboring properties along the alignment. T_'mf']fw::;gcpmm ,mag the jaurney. The project dmnpt!un m“j subgequent E!R analyiiy L0325
This information is necessary to evaluate the feasibility of the proposed project and 1o Isurr i &:se it du%.nﬁlsq_ddf_ess lhese:gu!renwnts.unw Ir”t:y ot';lﬂakloa:flls :!w\;wl d
it with the vari all 6 A EIS/EIR. currently on prop avel or from an
compate it yith the various altermafives o the Frog 1 involve a transfer onto another train or transit system, and would require more than 2 hours
= i . £ and 40 minutes of travel time. The project description and alternatives need 1o be revised in
Comment B.1-3 - The Mmm fails 10 address the SAnBEoance nf1h_c .I%ST linc, and = order to add Oakland 1o the system, either by coming north through Pacheco Pass and San
does not answer the questions of how often and when maintenance activities would oceur, L003-20 Jose, or west through the Altamont Pass
and what additional infrastructure would need to be constructed (rail spurs, repair shelters) d 2
to allow the maintenance activities. Comment B.1-11 - The Project Descriptions in the Program EIS/EIR and the Revised
) . Draft Program EIS/EIR are inadequate because they do not adequately describe or discl
F‘fmf"“-'m B.1-6 - The 5"'“*“‘;"‘ that ..., “The preferred maintenance and storage fhcility to the reviewing public that the HSR line would include a segment that traverses the San
ocation to support lh‘:}'}SIT cet in the study region 1f_|h° Merced area (Castle AFB) Francisco Peninsula between San Francisco and San Jose. The Project Description, as well
(FTRS‘;: ‘1";;28' S““‘;’L‘Ds - r“:;':‘é:} ez ‘l}_eo . m“" m;h“mmd as the document’s title and all outreach efforts by the Authority, were focused on the HSR | Lo03.26
ELWELS on page 2-45, second paragra| ates (hat ... "Une Lcel storage/service L003-21 alignments connecting the Central Valley and the Bay Area at San Jose, and did not
lI‘lSp(‘.'CElOIL"]]gh{ maintenance facility would be needed for each major branch of the adequately alert the public to the proposal to also extend a HSR alignment along the
statef:ﬁe II?T S:-'Sfemt;; %W%W@% Peninsula between San Jose and San Francisco. This omission was exacerbated by the fact
terminal stations (emphasis added).” Merced is about miles from Tancisco. that no scoping sessions or public hearings related to the project were held at any cities on
Revised Draft Program EIR fails to identify the location of the maintenance facility in the the pening:ﬁlg P & i !
Peninsula segment of the HST system.
B.2 Flawed and Inadequate Business Plan
Comment B.1-7 - The Federal Rail Authority (FRA) does not allow heavy rail and light
rFm;:n m&re the same rﬁl;rrﬁdm- Thcfomposed pmjc:;e\;o:{:e rgairehoanlzmmﬂicmmm Comment B.2-1 — The Revised Drafi Program EIR fails to provide an explanation of the Loas.4
regulations in order to move forward as proposed. should explain s hodology used to calculate ridership figures. B
reasons why the FRA does not allow heavy and light rail operations to share corridors and Looe2
:"1&2; ::s ?::?g;:)h:lfgr ;I;i‘s) miﬁgﬁzlgx?maggpﬁ::&hggc::;ﬁ ;:lo;!:: ::;vcs e Comment B.2-2 — The dt:mmcm fails to inc[;:dc;;nh cxf:‘auarign of what poﬂigs of I
: : s « 5 jected ridership would occur dless of whether the project was approved or 032
available if the FRA does not grant this exemption. gardless of the ali 1 ive chosen.
Comment B.1-8 - 'I'l'le_doc_u.ment does not address how the land beneath an aena.l viaduet Comment B.2-3 - The ridership forecasts in the analysis are flawed and grossly
wcu!d be used and rrE::mla.mod. What would be the use of the land beneath the nadugl - L003-23 overestimate the ridership that the project would generate, particularly since the ridership LO03-29
parking, landscaping” Would the area be open or fenced off? Who would be responsible forecasts were created during a different economic cycle. Realistic ridership numbers need
for n::mlﬂmfmshq"s area to femove weeds, clean up trash, remave graffiti, ete.? Who 1o be used in the analysis to reflect both a robust and a poor economy.
would pay for this maintenance?
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Comment Letter LOO3 - Continued

Mr. Dan Leavitt
April 23, 2010
Page 7 of 29

Comment B. 74 I'he document fails to include a full tabulation and explanation of

Mr. Dan Leavitt
April 23, 2010
Page 8 of 29

C.  Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

praject costs, incl hodologies for calculating costs, costs for each alternative and | L0330
sub-alternative, costs for tunnels through developed urban areas, costs for maintenance C1  General Comments
activities, and costs for developing ridership.
" 3 . Comment C.1-1 - The Revised Program EIR identifies a Peninsula alignment and station
Comment B.2-5 — The document does not include a tabulation of expected funding sources | 1003-31 locations, but fails to fully identify, analyze, and mitigate all Peninsula-related
for the project. environmental impacts from that specific alignment and those specific station locations. A Lo03-39
Program-level EIR that identifies specific project elements or project locauom. is required
Comment B.2-6 — The d does not juately address construction costs, including . to provide a full analysis of the imp iated with these el
the full economic costs of using eminent domain to either widen an existing corridor or to Lonx32
create a new corridor. Comment C.1-2 - The mitigation measures used in the d are ofien inadeq and
in some cases so poorly described as to make it impossible to determine the feasibility of 1003-40
Comment B.2-7 — The document fails to address how nearby businesses would be affected LO03-33 the mitigation measure.
during project construction, if access would be limited, if small businesses will survive,
and how city tax revenues may be affected as a result. Comment C.1-3 - The d fails to disclose or adequately analyze the project’s
p ial land use, transportation, or public health and safety risks and impacts associated
Comment B.2-8 - The document needs to include a realistic and defensible busi plan in with the use of the shared Caltrain/UPRR ROW between San Francisco and San Jose, and
order to answer the very basic question of whether the HST project is actually L003-34 the UPRR ROW from San Jose to Gilroy. Perhaps more importantly, the document failsto | |05 4y
en Ily ad 2 for California. address the potential necessity of locating the project alignment away from either segment
of this ROW, particularly in the San Jose to Gilroy segment where the UPRR owns and
Comment B.2-9 - Cost reporting should be in 2010 dollars, and not 2006 dollars (page 7- L0335 controls the corridor. The need for a new project alignment in these areas necessitates a
13, second paragraph, last line, and elsewhere in the document). S revised analysis of project impacts and an expanded alternatives analysis that compares the
new project alignment to the alternatives identified in the Program EIS/EIR.
Comment B.2-10 - The daily ridership projections for the San Francisco station include
riders from Oakland and elsewhere in the East Bay, which is a flaw in the analysis. Fast Comment C.1-4 - The impact discussion focuses on a corridor 50 feet to cither side of the
Bay ridership needs to be shown at an Oakland station location, as required by AB _,934 L003-36 existing corridor or 30 feet to either side of the centerline of the new HST n!igrlmen!s. The
and not San Francisco, Once the Fast Bay ridership is 1 from the San F analysis should focus on a wider corridor for impacts. Some impacts, such as vibration, can | 1o03.42
projections, the forecasted ridership at San Francisco should be d ically reduced. have a significant effect several hundred or even several thousand feet away from the
praject corridor. The impact discussion should be revised to use appropriately sized impact
Comment B.1-11 - The D ber 2009 Busi Plan’s fi d annual boardings for corridors for each specific impact, and not use an arbitrary and insufficient corridor width
the San Francisco to Anaheim corridor are less than half of the forecasted annual boardings | L003.37 of 50 feet.
referred to in the EIR. The boarding numbers in the EIR need to reflect updated forecast . o . Lo
figures. Comment C.1-5 - The impact analysis fails to address and incorporate the significance -
criteria established by each local jurisdiction affected by the project, and uses flawed Lom-43
Comment B.1-12 — The recently released California High Speed Rail Project Esiiption i deteinsining imgact igniticance,
E:;];:Mm%e:cﬁoﬁ[x[tﬁc?ﬁg?all::rio‘::l;?ﬁ?::kﬂi?&fﬁﬁ;;:;?ﬁ:ﬂ: rli:msw © L003-38 Comment C.1-6 - The document fails to indicate how the HST project would affect
Revised Program EIR outdated. The numbers used in the Program EIR/EIS need to be Caltrain service, bol.hldurmg construction and operation. It is unclear whetl}ef Caltrain Loniss
updated to reflect current cost estimates. would be able to continue providing express service once the HST system is in place. =
Changes to Caltrain scn"loe could result in air quality, noise, and traffic impacts. The lack
of analysis of this ially significant impact requires that the d be 1
with the complete analysis,
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1 in the visual landscape, and their visual and compatibility impacts need to be E‘L’:‘?'”
Comment C.1-7 - The analysis in the Revised Draft EIR glosses over local impacts and L0343 addressed in the EIR. {
does not provide the detailed analysis required by CEQA.
Comment C.2-6 - The document does not disclose whether the project would include LO03.52
Comment C.1-8 - The document uses the terms “exclusive guideway™ and “shared nighttime lighting, and what impacts such lighting would have on neighboring uses,
guideway”, but does not define these terms. The document further coneludes in a cursory i i particularly on two-story residences across from an elevated railway.
manner that “exclusive guideway™ alternatives should bc rejected, and that a “shared
guideway™ alternative should move forward for analysis. This conel is inappropriate C3  Agriculture
given that UPRR has stated opposition to sharing thur corridor.
Comment C.3-1 - Direct impacts to agricultural resources would oceur if the HST
C.2  Aesthetics and Visual Impacts alignment and associated infrastructure (substations, utility lines, ete.) needed to pass
through lands that are currently in agricultural use, Given that the UPRR has notified the L003-53
Comment C.2-1 - The Revised Program EIR fuils to address a number of issues related to Authority that it will not permit thety: of Iils ROW within the Sa;: Jose QilmerOrﬁdor
acsthetics, visual impacts, and the compatibility of the proposed new structures with the (or anywhere clse), the relocation of this alignment may require the conversion o
daial cysmter e surrounding sy Man;y of the p]r)opﬁged project elements (suchas | " sgricultnal lands, ‘Thig possibility must b carsldered, and the potential imipeicts of such
an elevated railway, overhead wires, sound walls, and transmission lines) would likely conversions evaluated, in the Revised Program EIR.
have a significant visual impact, and these impacts are neither fully addressed nor
g v e P ; €4 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases
Comment C.2-2 - The document fails to address the visual impacts of elevated structures Comment C.4-1 —The docum_enf f‘f"s to fully disclose or “d"‘l‘-“’"') analyze the project’s | | 2 oy
and the associated 45 miles of sound walls proposed as mitigation for noise effects. These potential air quality | the prod af g gases (GHG) and
structures would represent a significant change to the visual character of the corridor and contribution to global climate change.
may not be compatible with the existing visual ch of the area. The document also Lo03-48 B ) . . . .
fails to address the shade and shadow imp ofthcsc proposed elevated structures and Comment C4-2- _lhe_amﬂysns focusc_s on emissions associated \_wtp operations. It does not] L003-55
sound walls. The sound walls as proposed are inad to mitigate the project’s noise consider construction impacts and their contribution to GHG emissions.
1mp901% and will likely need to be made even taller, ‘which would have a corresponding . . g w
in on C C4-3-0 will cause major traffic disruptions, resultingin | | . oo
: indirect air quality and GHG emissions from idling vehicles. These potential emissions ’
Comment C.2-3 - The visual compatibility impacts of the new utility infrastructure, in were not analyzed in the document.
particular the electrical substations, transmission lines, and overhead electrical rail lines,
are not fully addressed in the Revised Program EIR. The document does not provide Comment C.4-4 - New c!cciru:nl mfmsmlctun': {transmlssmn and distribution lines and L003-57
locations for the proposed substations and transmission lines, so no analysis of aesthetic Ly s b ) will be required. The pacts of these facilities are not included
impacts can be performed. The City of Palo Alto is in the process of placing all existing in the analyses.
overhead wires underground. The addition of new overhead wires in Palo Alto would not .
be in keeping with City policies and goals. C C.4-5 - Greenh gas emissions should be recalculated and rec dered L003-58
based on updated and realistic ridership figures. See Comment A.2-2.
Comment C.2-4 - The document fails to address how the removal of existing screening L003-50 ) o i .
trees along certain segments of the rail line would affect the impact significance of el Comment C.4-6 - The comparison of rail travel GHG emissions to air travel GHG 100359
elevated structures, sound walls, substations, and new utility poles and wires. emissions should be revised to account for the reductions in air travel since 2002 and the -
P made in emissions from air travel. See Comment A.2-2.
Comment C.2-5 - The document fails to address how any new vehicle or pedestrian LO03-51
overpasses would affect the visual environment. Such structures would be significant new
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Comment CA-7 — The docurnelm fail§ to adequately compare air quality an_d GHG Comment C.5.1 - Statements such as those on page 7-13 (second paragraph, lines 4-7) ...
::':;SI::IS betwt:;ﬂﬂ;e :‘:::m;;:]tu?'];r:o;sﬁ ‘rfnrdm:: ;:s‘: n?;nl]i\::y —llcli?ali;l:du?, elevated | | p03.60 “That Llhe preferred nltcrnla;i:e to San Fr%no‘ciisco{;'{;u]d have slightly Lcss potem{inl ilr;pacls
a grade, I " rground. Co activities uration vary on wetlands (15.6 ac vs. 17.4 ac), water bodies (3.8 ac vs. 4.5 ac), and streams (20,276
dramgncally for d1lft'eren| types of cn!-u.nmcuon. Air quality and GHG emissions for longer linear fi. vs. 21,788 linear fi), but would have slightly more potential impacts on
duration should be 1 floodplains (520.6 ac vs. 477.5 ac) and species (plant and wildlife) ..." are not very helpful
without knowing something about the current quality, trends, susceptibility, and other LO03-68
Comment C.4-8 — The d uses flawed in the impact analysis. For threats {cumulative or otherwise) to these resources. An attempt to look at these from a cant.
example, the document states that the HST will operate on 100 percent clean, zero-carbon landscape point of view should be idered. Just providing disturbed acreage esti
emissions electricity. It may be impossible to operate on 100 percent clean, zero-carbon LO03-61 can be very misleading, could lead to i lusions about the comparative severity
emissions electricity, both because there may be insufficient energy production of impacts between alternatives, and do not appear to be supported by substantial evidence
infrastructure in the state to meet the electricity requirements of the HST system, and in the record.
because “clean energy” cannot be separated from other electricity.
Comment C.5.2 — It is a mistake to equate only miles of disturbance with environmental
Comment C.4-9 - Does the project actually reduce emissions, or only move them out 00362 impacts. For example, on page 7-15, second paragraph, lines 5-8, the document states,
further into the future? This issue is not considered in the analysis. “However, this altemnative has greater environmental impacts ... since it requires nearly 38
additional miles of HST alignment to be constructed along the east bay™ and repeats this
C C.4-10 - C ol pecially GHG emissions, should be iniE statement on page 7-15, third paragraph, lines 5-7. The severity of the environmental
amortized and included in the analysis. impact depends on what biological resources are encountered in those 38 additional miles, | 100369
and what is encountered in the original alignment before the 38 miles are added on.
Comment C.4-11 — Construction activities include rebuilding Caltrain, which will resultin | o0 o0 Similatly, the impacts depend on the nature/severity of the impacts encounicred. One
a disruption in service and in turn result in commuters and travelers finding other o ?:'ﬁ;ﬂc;m |m1|3rnct ::;Zz'::i;'i:ﬁh ofign:r::nl;\:;eurlm\; rl?;fi:nf':\gmmtmg;el\u:a;:'
transportation options, likely i i i issions. et e - e P
b lkel: inczeasing velicular emissiois, regarding the severity of biological impacts based solely on the extent of acreage to be
Comment C.4-12 - In addition to direct air and GHG emissions associated with Caltrain fgzﬂ:‘:‘d by the project would not appear to be supported by substanial evidence in the
rebuilding, the project will also result in indirect traffic and air emissions. These emissions LO0R55 i
have ot besn ineluded in the inpact audlyss: Comment C.5.3 - The document perpetuates a common error in only considering
and endangere: ies (T&E ies). E d EIS: ironmental X
Comment C.4-13 — The required new electrical infrastructure will result in both Lovsee St Tifff:f” ; s"“'c.si)ml;;::f e ey fhcic | 2
construction and operational particulate and GHG emis (SF6 from substations). These 1o consideration of the potential for impacts to many non-T&E species, especially
e have not been included in the E e
MISSIONs have no mc! in the impact analysis. keystone species, particularly in terms of habitat loss and fragmentation.
Comment C.4-14 - The document fails to ly analyze or di the long term Comment C.5-4 — The document does not address the wide-ranging effects of air and water
result of mitig d GHG  or decreases using the Urban Forest Reporting L0367 emissions (pollution) and noise on biclogical particularly wildlife and their
Protocol (UFRP) adopted by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). For cach critical habitat, The harmful effects of pollution have contributed to the listing of numerous
:ﬁm:\)ﬁ;\?ﬁo s‘:;:;)r:n oqfh ?:J %r;];;nlzod pm__]dccl atlr:gcnmzm. the }IIR shm.tld use lhleud ) species under ur:rchEudangcrcd Species Act, yet the dacum:::t focuses on the direct impacts
¢ pr provide a tree and vegetation analysis, including associated with the loss of habitat. Habitat frags i degradation are not LOO3-71
?mclmc CDF!dlI.lUl‘I‘S. the effiects of the proposed project, and recommended action for addressed, The indirect effects of air, water, noise, and other emissions, even if they meet
improved air quality. regulatory and/or permit thresholds, are ignored. Not all habitats are of equal importance.
i . LO03-68 Certain habitats disproportionately contribute to functioning and are analog
C5 Biological Resources to keystone species. Even non-keystone habitats vary in quality with very different
functional value. These nuances are ignored or overlooked, and should be a major focus of
affected environment discussions.
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sensitive state of stability, and the proposed project may disrupt this stability. Any physical
Comment C.5-5 — The document fails to address the potential loss of valuable wildlife change to the area surrounding the tree, such as ground disturbing impacts during
habitat, including wetlands, particularly if the proposed right-of-way must be relocated LOD3-T2 construction or vibration impacts during operation, may have a direct or indirect impact on
away from the Caltrain/UPRR right-of-way anywhere along the San Francisco to Gilroy T the ancient tree’s stability and ability to avoid toppling over. The root architecture and LO03-77
corridor. Such a relocation appears likely given Union Pacific’s refusal to share a ROW interacting soil dynamics for this tree are unknown, and the El Palo Alto Historic Redwood cont
with the HST system. and sur Jing area will therefore require a focused analysis in the EIR. This analysis

should include a comprehensive technical analysis to develop impact avoidance measures,
Comment C.5-6 — The document fails to addrcss impacts to lnmmmg or removal of mature which will likely be unique to this historic tree.
or heritage trees along San Jose to San F li g effects to El Palo Loa-72
Alto, the iconic heritage redwood tree in Palo Alto. Comment C.5-10 - The document fails to adequately address the following issues related

to trees and tree canopies in the City of Palo Alto:
Comment C.5-7 - The d fails to adequately evaluate and mitig; pacts from
the removal of trees and vegetation. For ple, the collective groupings of mixed trees ¢ The number of mature trees that would be affected (removal, pruning, soil
and vegetation along Alma Street provide a significant screening function, even though LO03-74 compaction, etc.) by the project
cach tree or unit is not independently of great value and would not necessarily be a part of o The number of trees protected by the City of Palo Alto tree ordinance that would be | LO03-78
the City of Palo Alto’s standard tree preservation measures. The project would result in the affected by the project
removal of such sereening vegetation, which would result in adverse visual impacts to the *  The estimated value of the trees that would be affected by the project, the
surrounding community, replacement value of these trees, and the ecosystem value of these trees

* Mitigation that would comy the for the effects to

Comment C.5-8 — The document fails to address the eventual footprint that may actually existing trees and tree canopies
be required for construction activities, and how this construction footprint might affect L003-75
surrounding trees. A tree resource may be adversely affected because it is adjacent to the C.6  Cultural Resources
project, even though it is not in the identified ROW.

Comment C.6-1 - The d fails to adequately address impacts to historic resources
The Program EIR relies on a tree survey and assessment that is now seven years old and and Native American archaeological sites along the alignment. The document does not
was prepared exclusively for the Caltrain Electrification Project, and not the HST Project, identify and name each type of historic resource, and only identifies the total number of
making this tree survey both 100 out of date and inappropriate for use with this project. The such resources located along each alig It is therefore not possible to assess the LG-79
tree survey concluded that the greatest tree-related impacts from the Caltrain significance of the impacts. The document also fails to address the potential impacts to
Electrification Project would be to trees outside of the Caltrain ROW, since the proposed cultural resources that may occur if a new alignment is required due to UPRRs refusal to
HST Project would have a wider ROW, the impacts to trees outside the ROW would share its ROW.
necessarily be greater. LO03-76

C C.6-2 — Inad are provided in the document to mitigate the noise,
Moreover, the tree survey’s identifieation of trees that would be affected by the Caltrain vibration, and visual impacts of the proposed HST system on the historic resources located
Electrification Project relied on an estimate of the number, type, and health of trees within near the proposed ali For ple, the historic buildings along the proposed La03-29
atypical mile, and not on actual counts or surveys. The tree survey does not recognize the alignment are of older construction and likely more susceptible to vibration impacts, and
value that a particular tree or group of trees may have for the community. Thus, impacts therefore require r fic mitigation to ensure that these historic
cannot be quantified for each community without updating the scope of impact, resources are not damaged b“ the project.

porating real time conditions and tree cover, and recommending the appropriate . I _

mitigation. Comment C.6-3 = The document fails to identify and address all of the historic and cultural

resources in the City of Palo Al that could be affected by the proposed project. Resources | L003-81
Comment €.5-9 — The d { fails to adequately address the p 1 impact to the E that were omitted from the analysis include:
Palo Alto Historic Redwood Biological Resource. Although the approximately 1,070- Loa-77
year-old tree is healthier today than 100 years ago, it is likely that the tree exists ina
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e G low National Historic Register District Comment C.8-1 — The document fails to adequately address potential impacts and risks
o University Avenue Underpass (eligible for the National Historic Register) associated with the rail line crossing several active and potentially active fault zones.
* Embarcadero Underpass (eligible for the National Historic Register) Potentially high risks are associated with all rail alternatives g active and | 1 Cr
«  Southgate - Mariposa Avenue (eligibl for the Southgate National faults. These risks, for both construction and operations, are not fu]l) addressed. Lmnmg i
Register Historic District) the Calaveras Fault in a tunnel represents a particularly high risk that is not adequately
o The “Hostess House™ adjacent to the University Avenue Caltrain Depot (listed on LO03-81 descTibcd or mitigated by the Program EIS/EIR. Alternatives to a tunnel crossing should be
the National Historic Register) cont considered.
iaibl R rT———
e 3905 Park Boulevard (eligible for the California Historic Register) Comment C.8-2 —The d fails to adequately address imp g froma Lo03-86
These historic resources —as well as the EI Palo Alto Tree, the Southern Pacific Railroad major earthquake and assaciated strang ground motion.
Bridge, and the Southern Pacific Railroad Depot identified in the EIR — may be adversely
affected by noise, vibration, and visual intrusion. The document fails to adequately address Cmm?lem E 3,3 T[.h“ stiuthem altenative runs north through ma‘ﬁmm potential effects
the level of impact to these resources, or how the impacts would be mitigated. from _1. A, = QUDC AT am.i pports for this altcmm\'e will require WO - Loas-57
g ing and ly robust ion in
Comiment C.6-4 —The d fils t6 Iy address the cultural value of the state greater tmﬁ'c d]srupuons and increased air emissions. These factors are not addressed in
6-4 — quately
historical landmark #2, the EI Palo Alio Historic Redwood. Although the tree is identified | | o the analyss.
;?;:i?:mIDgzimsf;:cdzrﬁl!F,Teo;]l;esﬂzzﬁ“imﬁ :‘:: 450 ha.s"n iﬁ:ﬁ;ﬁlﬁ‘{uumi Comment C.8-4 — The heights of elevated structures are not indicated in the analysis. The
3 : : ‘ g * = lateral seismic loading on these structures is not adequately addressed in the Program LOO3-88
to the tree in relation to its level of cultural and historic importance. EIS/EIR o the Revised Program EIS/EIR. Substantially larger (and more frequent)
C7  Environmental Justice supports may be needed, increasing the severity of visual impacts and possibly requiring a
’ wider ROW to accommodate the structural supports.
Comment C.7-1 - Limiting potential property impacts to land uses within 50 feet of either ; i o
side of the existing corridor, or within 50 feet of both sides of the centerline for new HST | 1003-83 C_U'T"’““‘;:‘E'§ —~The q"‘:“f"e'“ fails to address the consequences of the rail line being L003-89
alignments, is too restrictive and limiting to fully assess impacts. Potential env disrupted by seismic activity.
impacts could extend well beyond 50 feet, and so too would the potential for .
disproportionate impacts to minority and low income populations. CH. Hazardsand Hazardaus Materials
Comment C.7-2 - The ial for envi | justice i exists whether the Comment C.9-1 ~ The document fails to address the public health and safety impacts due
minority or low income population is 1, 5, 10, 20 percent or 50 percent of the total (page 2 o ;:ossmic d;_lm}lll.m;ms on the Un};lp?iﬁc}ca::ﬁm‘ 0;215;— h'.'fs end su.lb:e:}uem
5, first bullet). The question is not what the minority or low income population is, but collisions with high speed trains. The risks of collisions Erallnieots, #nd e L003-50
whether it is di i Iy impacted regardless of size. The <al for associated hnzz.rds and damage to adjacent rail lines and properties adjacent to rail lines arg
’ ot = = AR LO03-84 not ad d. The d should and analyze the feasibility and
env justice imp is made on a determination of whether or not there are i Iy f establishing hazard buff to fenittal 1 fi
disproportionate impacts to minority or low income populations, not just whether minority| ede;cilvcncsso establishing hazard buffer zones to mitigate potential impacts from
of low-income populations exists along the alig: or that these populations exceed Limants:
Rt 43 i ST 1 fust; o 1 . . - ’ . :
?:xm e :I?T‘or aad gt oflhe‘ 1 5ustice i Jufl;::hii:::::hgl;:’e':ﬁfj?:;:c:f Comment C.9-2 - The document fails to address possible collisions with trains. Multiple
has 5 ¥low. msdiom: O high envi A “ustice impact rating” trains (HST, Caltrain, freight) usmgme same tracks pose mcmsed risks of collisions, In
. I poe ok addition, it has not been d d in the envi that multiple HST L003-91
: trains operating concurrently would be able to stop in time if problems from other
C.8.  Geology and Seismicity Cidicas opérations cecar,
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Comment C.9-3 — The document fails to address conflicts with existing underground toxic in Palo Alto, including Adobe Creek, Barron Creek, Matadero Creek, and San Francisquito
plumes in the soil and groundwater The appnmch and methodology in the document is = Creek. All of these creeks have the potential to overtop their banks and flood in a major L003.99
flawed as ll onlv used datal listed i in | possible underground contamination. Loo3-92 rain event. The document should address how the project would be affected by a flood g
Additi i lergr ination is available and needs to be event, and what effect the different projeet elements may have on diverting flood waters
incorporated into the annl}sm and altering the portions of the community that might be susceptible to flooding.
C C.9-4-C ination along ilroad ROWSs is The analysis Comment C.10-6 — The document does not discuss the project’s potential to block or ——
does not consider this typically occurring hazardous ination, and the methods to L0393 redirect flood water flows, or displace flood water and increase flood water elevation, and gl
gate the disturt and disposal of i d materials. thus flooding risks 1o adj and uf areas.
Cm’n.mcnl. C9-5- Acqulrlng new ROW i P ial for ing more Comment C.10-7 — If UPRR does not allow shared use of the existing ROW, then greater
dous materials/waste, includi 1 d -, This issue is not L003-94 potential impacts to surface waters could result from a new ROW. A new ROW could
addressed in the Revised Draft Program EIR. result in an increase in impervious surfaces, alterations to surface water and groundwater LO03-101
flows, degradation of water quality in stormwater and groundwater, and alterations in flood
C.10  Hydrology and Water Quality patterns that are different than the hydrology impacts of the prog 2
Comment C.10-1 — The document fails to address impacts of trenching or ling on L003-95 Comment C.10-8 — The analysis does not adequately indicate the extent of impervious
groundwater during construction. This impact applies in particular to portions of the surfiaces that would be created by the project. Impervious surfaces create increased surface
Altamont Route Alternatives, discharges, which could cause local flooding or erosion. If retention/detention basins are
required to address and offset the increase in impervious surfaces, then more land may be LOG3-102
Comment C.10-2 — The document fails to address impacts on creek flow, creck stability, required in order lo accommodate these added fe: Sufficient ir is knovn
and riparian habitat, The analysis is flawed in comparing “flood plain area” without LO03-96 about the project to estimate the extent and locations of new impervious surfaces, the
considering water flow direction relative to proposed structures. This comment also applies potential ad\_m_rse effects from these new surfuces, and to describe the measures that may be
10 Comment C.10-4. needed to mitigate these effects.
4 . N 1 : Comment C.10-9 — The analysis considers the effects of 100-year floodplains, but does not
Commem C.10-3 - Thc falls to adeg address imf of shallow =5 e
o8 s . For example, the document states that, der 500-year fl The d should identify all portions of the project that | | .
“Inﬁltralmrl ofgmrund and surface waters mio tunnels is undesirable for operations and are within the 100-year and 500-year floodplains, what effects th.m ﬂcndplqms etuld have
& semisan and i the I for adverse impacts to gmund il sieise on project construction and operations, and the effects of the project on altering flood
waters. All reasonable measures would be taken to avoid water infiltration.” These LR~ patiems.
“reasonable measures™ must be identified and discussed, and their feasibility and 2
icipated effecti must be disclosed. Without this inft ion for each 1 C11  Land Use and Planning
f;ne::;“f’ sl e e b (‘ch“ potential inpacts and "ef"'fﬁs atthe Comment C.11-1 - The document fails to discuss the direct and indirect impacts of
e potcnlml “sprawl” development as a msuh of the project, particularly near the locations of LO03-104
dewatering) should ‘also be identified ami evaluated for each alternative. Sois giich 6s the p I station in the City of Palo Alto, The document
P . : . . needs 10 address the devel inducing of the HST project (such as high-
Comment c,' 10-4 - In 1o of m s F adverse impact LO03-98 density housing being constmmed near stations).
from ling on ground are inappropriately ¢ d and not
adequately analyzed. Comment C.11-2 — The Revised Program EIR fails to address the displacement of
. : . and if the p 1 ROW must be relocated outside of the 1003-105
Comment C.10-5 — The d fuils 1o adequately address the impacts on project L003.99 Caltrain/UPRR ROW, which appears likely due to UPRR’s refusal to share the ROW with
operations from potential flooding. The proposed alignment involves four creck crossings
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the HST system. An alternate corridor would likely involve the extensive use of eminent :;13-105 Comment C.11-8 — The document fails 1o consider that elevating the railway and erecting
domain in order to create a new alignment. 45 miles of sound walls could create a physical barrier that divides a community. The Loo3-111
existing Caltrain/UPRR. ROW does not divide communities to the same degree that an
Comment C.11-3 — The document fails to aduqual.c]y address land use impacts multmg elevated HST system would.
from the division of existing communities, either through the
widening oI‘ the extsung Caltrain/UPRR ROW and the clevation of structures within this LOO3-106 Comment C.11-9 - The Final Program EIR stafles on page 2-3 that the HST has a “high” ST
ROW, or through the relocation of the proposed HST corridor away from the Caltrain/ compatibility with high schools and a i patibility with el y schools. =
UPRR ROW. Either of these two scenarios could result in the division of an existing The document fails to justify why high schools are more compatible with a HST system
community. The need to develop a new alignment outside of the UPRR. ROW will also than elementary schools.
require an expanded alternatives analysis, to compare the feasibility and potential impacts
of the new alignment to the existing alternatives. C omment C.11-10 - Neither the Program EIS/EIR nor the Revised Program EIS/EIR
1y iders or add, the p ial for i 1 blight in areas surrmmdmg
Comment C.11-4 — The environmental document fails 1 address project impacts due to the rail lllne. :“',E lative effects of displaci idents and ial uses to acquire
potential incompatibility with local land use plans and pollclcs. 1m.|udngg egus:ung or R{:;\:’T.|1e 2 ' ofdtl;nie n 1 :::1:‘ 1he]ROW due to n::;gez.]:lbra:o:l, :ir a?ﬁuaht} L0113
planned uses, zoning and general plan designati and an g or an T impacts, and decreases in property values accompani resident;
proposed development plans. Because the Draft Program EIS/EIR and the Revised Draft i commercial flight from the arcas neer the IiO\‘\r’ mcmas:a mgl llfccllhond that the arcas
Program EIS/EIR both identify the specific alignment for the HSR project along the San " surrounding the ROW will ne increasingly blig! lighted arcas impose greater
Francisco Peninsula between San Jose and San Francisco, as well as the specific locations j::rect and mdlrectl;oslsholn lf)cgl o realal.mlg to e a_rln_;il y;mccs, a:v:
for proposed stations on the P la, those d must ider the project’s Press revenues 1o such jur ue o property values, 1he document does
p‘ PD.m} and i y with all local plans and policies implicated bp the ali not identify or attempt to address these direct and indirect environmental effects.
and station locations. In addition, the local plans and po'lclES should have been considered TR Rl voad i BE i g
I P level 11-11 = The de fails quately address n impacts on Palo Alto
;S?:ﬁ::;? it,!..l:p:gihcablc s s High School. Construction activities will likely involve temporary closures of Churchill, LO03-114
) Embarcadero, and Alma, all of which provide access to the high school.
Comment C.11-5 - The document fails to address potential impacts to local businesses, )
particularly during construction. Road closures, reduced parking, and construction noise L0310 €12 Minerals
could all make it difficult for businesses to stay in operation during construction activities. |~ : s - ; ; o -
If the HST corridor must be relocated due to UPRR's refusal to share its ROW with the Comment C.12-1 — No issues regarding minerals have been identified at this time. LO03-115
HST system, then additional businesses would also be directly impacted by CHSRAs need i L
to use eminent domain to acquire properties for the new ali C13 Noise and Vibration
Comment C.13-1 — The noise metric (page 3.4-3, second paragraph) should include
2:111;:'::;[5:11[4' :6 cThe dc:::a‘znt I'a1llf. o ad:::: el mi:: propenty W from | LO03-102 retirement homes, assisted living centers, nursing homes, and other long-term medical care
ion -term construction activities and daily train operations i facilities, museums, libraries, motels, hotels, audi hurches, and in LOO-116
& 2 ' addition to the number of hospitals and schools. Sensitive land uses also include mobile
- 1 . i e . homes, dormitories, parks, picnic areas, playgrounds, and active sports areas. The noise
Compest C.1 1_? —:Fhe g mc?m.my states that the R groject ‘-”mdm' : analysis must be revised to account for these additional sensitive uses.
would have a “high” compatibility rating in the selected corridor. A large portion of this Loostt
: bR ingle-farmi -110
cor_ndorl| s through n.:.5|d.c1,':hai wﬂboﬂwods Th? document states that smglel ram'?' Comment C.13-2 - The noise metric does not include parkland, yet Table 3.4-4 on pages
residential homes have a “low c°mpa,uh"":)' rating with BST systonis, 56 ﬂ’.e PUIONS o 341410 3 A-18 duc:s mcl.udc parkland in its noise and vibration summary data used to LO03-117
the corridor that pass through residential neighborhoods should have a “low” rating as ives. This i in the d sisids 1o be i
well. -
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Mr, Dan Leavitt
April 23, 2010
Page 22 of 29

Comment C.13-3 — The document fails to adequately address the significance of noise and
vibration impacts during both construction and operation, and fails to adequately mitigate LO02-118 Comment C.13-11 — The document fails to disclose how wind and weather patterns would | 1003126
these impacts. Specifically, the document fails to address vibration impacts on nearby affect noise impacts.
buildings, including both typical and historic which may be more
susceptible to vibration impacts. Comment C.13-12 - Noise impact ratings should be indicated as “high,” and potential L003-127
noise impaets should be considered significant, along nearly all of the San Jose to San T
Comment C.13-4 — The document categorizes noise and vibration impacts as “low-level”, Francisco corridor due to the alignment’s proximity to dense residential development.
“medium-level”, and “high-level”, and establishes four noise-related thresholds of
significance, but does not indicate whether the project impacts would exceed these L003-119 Comment C.13-13 — The document addresses noise impacts from 186 mile per hour (mph) .
thresholds and be considered significant imp As a result, the reviewing public and operations, but does not address noise impacts for 220 mph speeds through Morgan Hill 01
reviewing public agencies cannot tell from the document whether noise and vibration and Gilroy.
impacts will be significant or less than significant.
Comment C.13-14 — The document fails to quantify the potential noise reduction provided
Comment C.13-5 — The document fails to adequately explain how the proposed mitigation L3130 by sound walls, particularly given the p of two-story resi and the possibility
measures would address noise and vibration impacts and reduce these impacts to a less o of an elevated railway. Without an idea of how much sound attenuation and reduction can | 1003129
than significant level. be achieved through the use of sound walls, there is no way to conclude that such walls
have the potential to reduce noise impacts to a less than significant level.
Comment C.13-6 — The document addresses estimated noise levels on a region-wide basis,
and does not quantify anticipated noise levels on the proposed alignment or station Comment C.13-15 - The proposed sound wall height appears to be inadequate to address
locations. This is not sufficient, given the information presently available to the Authority noise impacts. The document should include an analysis of the effectiveness of different Lo03-130
garding the proposed ali ts and station locations. In order to properly compare the R heights or document why the specific height was chosen.
relative severity of the impacts of the various alig liernatives, it is v forthe | M3
analysis to establish the baseline noise conditions along each alignment, and identify the Comment C.13-16 — The d fails to disclose the p ial imy of sound walls on
anticipated increases in noise levels at specific locations along each alignment with the traffic noise for adj streets and ities. Sound walls separating residential and
approval of the project. Without this information, the Authority cannot make an informed commercial communities from the HST may have the effect of increasing noise levels L003-131
decision as to the preferred alignment from noise sources within the communities. No attempt was made to determine or assess
the effects of sound walls on noise sources within the adjacent communities.
Comment C.13-7 - Grade separations would introd lines. The d t does not 1003122
address how such inclines would affeet noise and vibration impacts of HST, Caltrain, and T Comment C.13-17 - The document does not address the combined noise and vibration
freight train operations, particularly when climbing up an incline. impacts of two or more trains passing by a location at the same time. The document must 1003-132
identify the noise and vibration imp of multiple, simul trains.
Comment C.13-8 — The number of trains per hour is proposed to i 1 ally .
over existing conditions, meaning that more peak noise events will occur every hour and L003.123 Comment C.13-18 — The original and revised Drafi Program EIS/EIR documents identify
that the total duration of peak noise events will increase. The document does not quantify four noise-related thresholds of significance, but do not attempt to apply the thresholds o
the increase in the duration of noise, nor does the document indicate whether this would be the specific alignment and station locations selected for the Peninsula aligr The o
considered a significant impact. documents contain sufficient information about the project to identify and evaluate the 003-133
severity of these | ial i and to propose specific mitigation measures. Given the
Comment C.13-9 — The document fails to disclose the noise and vibration impacts of LO03-124 yolume of iof 7 Jy available about thie HSR proposal for the Peninsula
nightly track maintenance. alignment, the Authority cannot defer this analysis to subsequent environmental review.
Comment C.13-10 — The document fails to disclose how the different design options N Comment C.t?-! 9—Even Lhough“lhe original Draft Program EIS/EIR specifically found | 003134
(tunnel, below grade, at grade, elevated berm, elevated viaduct) affect noise impacts. 1315 that the proposed mitigation for v pacts was not sufficient to ensure that these
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impacts would be adequately mitigated, the Revised Draft Program EIS/EIR does not
identify or propose any additional mitigation To comply with both CEQA and
the court’s order, the Revised Draft Program EIS/EIR must expand the mitigation
measures to address vibration impacts to ad ly mitigate these imp

Comment C.13-20 — The document fails to acknowledge or address the noise goals and
policies in the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, specifically Policy N-39 and Policy N-41.
Policy N-39 encourages the location of land uses in areas of compatible noise

i and provides recor ded indoor and outdoor noise limits for various
types of land uses. Policy N-41 states that the noise impacts of any project subject to
CEQA should be evaluated in terms of the increase in existing noise levels and the
potential for adverse ity impact, regardless of existing back d noise levels.
These policies should be applied to the noise impact discussion in the EIR.

C.14 Population and Housing

Comment C.14-1 — The envirc 1
the jobs/housing balance in the region.

fails to evaluate the project impacts on

C15 Public Services

Comment C.15-1 —The document fails to address the impacts to City of Palo Alto public
services from the | of the existing dense tree canopy along sections of Alma Street.
Currently, the mature tree canopy (largely between one-half to over one century in age)
overarches the roadway, in some cases well past the centerline of the street, establishing
critical service benefits that are currently realized and relied upon by city operations and
maintenance budgets.

For example, the large and mature tree canopy intercepts rainfall and causes an
approximately 10-minute delay before this water reaches the ground. Alma Sreet gutter
and water has been problematic and marginally handles 1-inch rainfall events.
Removal of the existing mature tree canopy may result in a cumulative overload of the
storm drain and overflow system, which could cause stormwater to back up onto

intersecting streets and result in localized flooding. The planting of repl trees alone
may not be able to mitigate the changes to stormwater dynamics for many years. The EIR
needs to assess the extent of these img and d additional i

to avoid this impact to the City's stormwater infrastructure.

In addition, the shade provided by trees extends the service life of asphalt. The existing
mature tree canopy shades large sections of Alma Street roadway. The City of Palo Alto
currently experiences a dependable and longer service life of from the asphalt on Alma

LO03-134
cont,

LO03-135

LOa03-136

LOO3-137

Street because of this shade. Removal of this canopy protection from the direct south and

Mr. Dan Leavitt
April 23, 2010
Page 24 of 29

western exposure on Alma Street will reduce the asphalt service life and increase the
frequency of street repairs and repavement. The EIR should analyze the extent of these
impacts and recommend mitigation measures to avoid this impact to the City’s roadway
infrastructure.

C.16 Recreation

Comment C.16-1 - The document fails to address access, noise, dust, vibration, and visual
impacts to parks and recreational facilities along the corridor.

Li03-137
cont.

LO03-138

Comment C.16-2 — The document does not accurately identify and consider all of the parks | Lo03-13%

and recreational facilities along the project route.

Comment C.16-3 - The Section 4(f) and 6(f) (Public Parks and Recreation) ROI is 500 feet
on either side of the HST alignment aliernatives centerline in non-urban areas, 100 feet
from the centerline in urban areas, and 500 feet where stations or other HST facilities are
proposed (identical to the Cultural Resources APE). Delineating the ROI or APE so

narrowly may lead to inapprop ions. For ple, a park just outside the ROT
would not be included in the alignment evaluation, but still would be affected by noise
impacts from the HST. For another ple, peak hour ion noise levels could be

as high a5 Lag 86 to 89 dBA at 100 feet, and sound exposure levels of 100 dBA would
oceur at 60 feet from HST passby at 180 mph (Figure 3.4-1, p. 3.4-7), and potential
vibration impacts from HST operations extend to 200 feet (page 3.4-5, first full paragraph,
line 5). Noise attenuates by 6 dBA for every doubling of distance, so a park 120 feet from
the centerline in an urban area could nominally experience a 94 dBA sound level from a
HST passby, and thus be impacted. The ROI for public parks and recreation areas should
be defined by the spatial extent of the impact creating source, not an arbitrary number.
Noise atienuation is also affected by intervening buildi getation, and tof phy,
and thus noise impact assessments are more appropriate for the forthcoming project-level
engineering environmental review,

C.17 Transportation and Traffic

Comment C.17-1 - Section 7.3.3 (Network Alternatives Eval ) is extremely
and detailed. This section would benefit from a series of tables that summarize the
evaluation criteria and how they compare and rank. As it stands now, the text-only
explanation is dense and difficult to follow, and does not adequately and transparently
lisclose the methodologies and | of the analysis.

Comment C.17-2 - Page 3.1-1, Section B, third paragraph states that the Traffic, Transit,
Circulation, and Parking sections use year 2005 data, whereas levels of service (LOS) for
station cordons is based on data for the year 2000, and parking data is from 2002 (page

LO03- 140

Lo03-141

Loo3-142
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3,1-2, second and fifth bullets). The reliance on 8- to 10-year-old data is misleading and E‘f‘?'”" these | larly the ¢ intuitive Tusi garding the d in LO03-151
inappropriate because the economic conditions were different at that time. traffic demand msu]tmg from the decrease in traffic lanes. cont
Comment C.17-3 - It is likely that tion-related traffic impacts will extend beyond Comment C.17-12 - The Final EIR fails to address likely Caltrain service reductions as a
|h: 1 mile and 0.25 miles distance thresholds from the suburban rail stations and L003-143 result of the project, how these service reductions would affect Caltrain®s function as a
station locati pectively. Adherence to these thresholds is likely to “feeder route” to the HST, and the subsequent effects on HST ridership figures. The Lo0x:132
undergr_m,c impacts. analysis should include consideration not only of capital improvements to Caltrain, but
also operational subsidies to assure that Caltrain remains viable.
Comment C.17-4 - Table 6-1 on page 6-2 of the Revised Program EIR states that “The
HST Network Alternative would reduce the number of travel lanes from six to four on Comment C.17-13 — The document indicates that the four track, at grade option would
Monterey Highway between Umbarger Road and Metcalf Road (near Bailey Road) in the involve the loss of one or more lanes on Alma in Palo Alto. Alma is a major arterial in L003-153
City of San Jose.” The EIR provides no information on the LOS impacts consistent with LOO3-144 Palo Alto, and the document fails to address the wraffic and circulation impacts from
the information provided for other routes in Tables 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 in the Final Bay Area narrowing this roadway.
to Central Valley HST Program EIR/EIS, This information is necessary to adequately
support the conclusions regarding the significance of the project’s traffic i impacts in this C.18  Utilities
area.
Comment C.18-1 — The d fails to adequately disclose or eval the energy needs
portati lated policies and LOU3-145 for the project, the quantity of electricity required, and what infrastructure (transmission
lines and substations) would be required to bring the necessary power 1o the corridor. The
document only states that the State produces enough electricity to serve the project’s needs,| | i54
Comment C.17-6 — The document does not disclose the extent of impacts to streets during and not how that energy would be delivered to the HST system. These conclusory g
construction, including identification of detours and road closures. These construction LO03-146 statements are not sufficient. Because the delivery of electricity to the system is a
impacts could significantly affect traffic patterns and traffic flow for extended periods of necessary part of the HST system, this portion of the project must be evaluated in the
lime. Program EIS/EIR and/or the Revised Program EIS/EIR. This analysis should also identify
the capability of existing lines to supply adequate power to the corridor.
m’:;?;;‘c:;n lg:"wd::z::" ::‘p‘:s;:: ;t :ﬁl‘:: o mticipatud dcreasey o e i | L Comment C.18-2 — The document fails to address other potential utility needs for the LO03-155
£ project, and whether the inf is present to date the project’s needs.
> 17-8- i 3 i wvisions for or 1 of multi- ) ) . 5 =
E:;"p':x;; ;l?msl}‘ne;t::ﬁ Eifi{i%e:;ﬁg;ldﬁ: ‘:":i dpﬁr :ml ti-day ?;ra:-l]]:i}:;c;nhcr LO03.148 Comment C.18-3 — The document fails to disclose the impacts of the relocation of all
educes Caltrain’s use as a feeder 1o the HST system. utilities currently located within or crossing the ROW. The relmanon of these unlmes s
’ N could result in service interruptions of water, , gas, el ity, tel and | LO03-156
5 4 : Li03.149 cable service, and would represent an additional project expense WIT.hDLII dclmlmg how and
;‘:’E:Tﬂ'::u; z;i;moc‘:zz:zcm does not address the parking niccds for rental car fleets | to what extent costs would be the responsibility of other agencies or other parties.
Comment C.17-10 - The d does not discl icipated impacts to pedestrian and | L003-150 €19 Cumulative Impacts
bicycle paths that parallel and/or the proj Comment C.19-1 — The document fails to adequately address the cumulative impacts of |, .00 147
: . . . proposed Caltrain impr , such as the proposed electrification of the Caltrain it
Comment C.17-11 — The document claims that Monterey Highway is underutilized, the system.
loss of two of the six lanes will not significantly affect traffic in the area, and the loss of L003-151
these two lanes would result in a decrease in traffic demand. The document fails to support
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Comment C.19-2 ~ The document fails to identify and address the cumulative impacts of | 1.003.158 San Jose station designed so that it will not have to be later modified to incorporate | L003-167
prop roadway impr along the entire corridor from San Francisco to Gilroy. Oakland-bound trains, ok
D. Alternatives Ci D-4-The d does not ind whether Caltrans has given any sort of
recognition or approval to the narrowing for Monterey Highway for the installation of the LO03-168
Comment D-1 — The document fails to include sufficient information on the L0159 HST lines. Until this authorization is obtained, then the alternatives involving the use of
environmentally superior alternative, thereby depriving the public of an opportunity to L the Monterey Highway ROW are no more viable than the UPRR ROW.
comment on the methodology used to identify that alternative.
Comment D-5 — The Henry Miller alig 1 ive (UPRR G ion), one of the
Comment D-2 — The second Program EIR/EIS fails to analyze all alternatives at an equal L003-160 three alignment alternatives south of Gilroy, involves the use of the UPRR ROW (pages 2- L003-169
level of analysis as required by NEPA. 16 and 2-17). This alternative should be rejected as UPRR has clearly stated that it will not
share its ROW with the HST project.
Comment D-3 — The alternatives analysis is inaccurate, incomplete, and biased, and
quently inadeq asd d under the following topics: Comment D-6 — The Revised Program EIR dismisses the various Altamont alternatives
L003-161 because the identified routes required use of the UPRR ROW, which UPRR has stated that
o The analysis of Altamont Pass Alternatives i ly portrays the operational it will not share with the HST project. No serious attempt was made to identify and
characteristics in a way that results in significantly underestimating the potential evaluate non-UPRR Altamont alternatives with the same level of detail as the San Jose to Lo03-170
ridership of those alternatives. Gilroy non-UPRR altematives. The failure to evaluate non-UPRR ROW alternatives for
o The document improperly and inaccurately discounted and found infeasible the the Altamont Pass al rende e altematives analysis inadequate, becat the
potential for the Altamont Pass Aliernative to rebuild the Dumbarton Rail Bridge in L003-162 Program EIS/EIR did not a range of for this alig
a way that could be used by both the Caltrain Dumbarton Rail Project and the ) L n < .
proposed high-speed train. Comn:lcnt D-7 - The Program EIR inappropr lyd : I Snn
s The document overemphasizes the aquatic impacts of rebuilding the Dumbarton LO03-163 F'fam..lsm an? San Iosekothcr |.han Tf’c Calpain CEI"I’ldDr wl."h oty a cursory‘a.sn.alys_ls, &g
Rail Bridge and inaccurately discounts the likelihood of being able to obtain o this properly p any | consideration of potentially viable
environmental clearance. At the same time, the document underestimates the alignment altemnatives for the San Francisco to San Jose segment of the project. Most if
aquatic, wetlands, and wildlife impacts of the Pacheco Pass Alternative’s crossing | L003-164 not all of the other segments ufl._hg HST system involve ccnstc_lerauon of more l_han one
of the Grasslands Ecological Area and discounts the difficulty of obtaining alignment. In order to sallsfy‘mlmmum state _and federal requirements for conmdefa‘non of
envi 541 for such @ a reasonable range of alternatives, the Authority must co_ns:d_er more than one comdo_r for
o The document improperly and i i i the i ofa thg segment from San Francisco to S_an .'Iosc:. The following is a partial list ufallemauvc_
consdort h the cities of P1 and Fi S i LO03-165 alignment routes that sh_nuld be considered in the Program EIR at the same level of detail LOO3-1T1
. i g s as the preferred alternative:
impacts of a corridor along the San Francisco Peninsula.
- d d hasizes i i i ) 1} . - B
?o?tions of San Jose south nl'SaJ::}.'T‘c:ise's Diri:ij;—n E‘\Iali;rlﬂl.:f| iszq[:;Iosinng Loo3-16e s The document should a.nalyly: a Highway I‘OP s_dtemau_ve that involves an
absence of undeveloped land outside of the Union Pacific corridor south of that Alamont/Dumbarton crossing of the Bay, joining a [-llghway 9l RO}'V ToutS ese
bk koo i, g ey L O v
o The passage of AB 3034 and Prop 1A requires that travel time between Oakland HBAr e SKIULY Wi e s e :
and Los Angeles not exceed 2 hours and 40 minutes, and not require changing ;il?;lz:f: ;:::1:!:):’ ;‘Lﬂ&\:n?nsa?: :.lﬁc ;ﬁ:‘ezf;{zm;cm‘:c rl::];::;}:!m‘ ok
tains. Therefore, if the path 1o meet this requirement is via San Jose, then the entire | L003-167 neighborhoods that would be caused by the current Caltrain alignment alternative.
At St M o o by ThisHighway 101 altemaiive wouldssoreduce st ofhe impacts (0 schols
Aenified. The costs of sich an Aligmiant Pa‘ass i aeed 1o e bidgeted; and tie parks, and historical sites along the Caltrain corridor, and could be less costly than
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the Caltrain corridor alternatives, particularly in regard to undergrounding the HST
rail lines.

o The document should address and analyze alternative alignments within or along
the Caltrans ROW and Highway 280.

s The document should address and analyze an alternative where the HST alignment
ends in San Jose, and then passengers transfer to Caltrain.

LO03-171
cont

Comment D-8 — The document does not address alternatives that would reduce the number
of tracks 1o less than four. The ridership forecasts are flawed and grossly optimistic.
Realistic ridership projections may conclude that only two or three tracks would be
required for the HST project, not the four tracks currently proposed. Once the forecasted
ridership is corrected to (1) reflect current predictions rather than the outdated and inflated LO03-172
figures used in the current EIR, and (2) remove the East Bay ridership from the San
Francisco station forecasts, then the reductions in projected traffic volume could result in
the need for less than the 4 sets of tracks proposed between San Francisco and San Jose,
and it may even be possible for the HST system and Caltrain to share only the 2 existing
sets of tracks.

Comment D-9 — The document provides a “low” or “medium” impact rating for segments

that pass al ide residential develog when that rating should be higher. A proper LOO3-173
weighting of the relative impacts of the various alignment alternatives would provide a
more accurate of which ali are envire Ily superior.

The City of Palo Alto appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material for the Bay Area to Central Valley HST Project.

Please contact Steve Emslie, Deputy City Manager, at 650-329-2354 for further
information and coordination.

Sincerely,
"PAT BURT 7L
Mayor

ce: City Council
City Manager
City Attorney
Dominic Spaethling, CAHSR
State Senator Joe Simitian
State Assemblymember Ira Ruskin
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LO03-1

This comment is introductory in nature. See specific responses
below.

LO03-2

Although the commenter correctly identifies that no public meetings
were held on the Peninsula in this Revised Program EIR
process, the Authority disagrees that this has defeated CEQA's
information disclosure purposes. CEQA includes no specific
requirements for holding public meetings in conjunction with release
of a Draft EIR or a revised Draft EIR. The Authority did hold two
public meetings to receive comment on the Revised Draft Program
EIR in March 2010 in San Jose. Public notification of the release of
this document was extended to include notification to more than
50,000 individuals, public entities, and organizations. The process
fully complies with CEQA.

LO03-3

The Authority disagrees that recirculation of the entire prior
Program EIR/EIS is required based on this general comment that
significant new information exists "under many environmental
parameters"” that makes the earlier Program EIR invalid and requires
recirculation of that document. More detailed responses will be
provided where the commenter offers a more detailed rationale for
why it contends further recirculation is necessary.

LO03-4

We disagree with the comment. The ridership and revenue
modeling provides an appropriate tool for the environmental analysis
for which it has been used. Information about subsequent ridership
in the 2009 Business Plan, which was prepared for a different
purpose, does not render the 2007 forecasts invalid. See Standard
Response 4, explaining the differences in the ridership forecasts for
environmental review versus business planning purposes, and

explaining how economic conditions over time are considered in the
ridership model.

LOO3-5

The detailed information being developed as part of project-level
environmental studies does not require recirculation of the entire
prior Program EIR. The purpose of tiering is to allow the Authority
to select a preferred network alternative and general mitigation
strategies at the program level to be followed by more detailed,
project-specific analysis and development of more detailed and
refined alternatives and mitigation measures. The detailed
information from the project level does not constitute significant new
information at the program level that would require another round of
revision and recirculation. Also see Standard Response 2.

LOO3-6

Noise analyses in the 2008 Final Program EIR, Section 3.04, were
generally based on densities along the various alignments evaluated.
As stated in this section, “Screening distances were applied from the
center of alignments to estimate all potentially impacted land uses in
noise-sensitive environmental settings.” Given that the alignment in
this area did not change but rather was more clearly defined in the
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material the noise evaluation did
not change from the 2008 document. Mitigation strategies for noise
are provided in Section 3.4.5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.

Overall, the noise evaluation and mitigation strategies would not
change for this alignment. Detailed noise analyses will occur for the
alignments and station locations at the project-level EIR/EIS. Also
see Standard Response 5.

The revised Program-level land use compatibility evaluation for this
alignment is provided in Section 2.2 of the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR Material. Changes to the 2008 Final Program EIR are
shown in this section. Please note that for the approximately 2.7
miles of Monterey Highway that are proposed to be converted from
six to four lanes, the project would replace one transportation use

@CAHFORNIA
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with another, and the HST alignment would be between an existing
rail right-of-way and highway corridor.

The revised Program-level property evaluation is also provided in
Section 2.2 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material, as is the
revised evaluation of Environmental Justice. Additional information
is also provided in Section 2.2 regarding traffic impacts of the
number of lanes reduction on Monterey Highway. Construction
impacts are already evaluated (at a program level of detail) in
Section 3.17 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.

The Authority disagrees with the contention that this material is
inadequate. It is fully consistent with the methodology applied for
the program level review in 2008 and responds directly to the
Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case. Also see Standard
Response 3.

LOO3-7

The May 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative
and 21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay
Area to the Central Valley. Included in this range of alternatives
were 11 Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass
network alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) network alternatives.

The March 2010 materials clarified those portions of the 2008
Program EIR requiring revision or expansion. With this document,
the Authority has reviewed a reasonable range of alternatives, and
review of additional alternatives does not appear to be warranted
although the responses to comments in this document do provide
comments on the proposed State Route 84 alignment through the
East Bay as contained in the April 2010 report from Setec Ferraviaire
appended to comment letter 0012. See Standard Response 10.

Based on Caltrans documents, the San Mateo bridge retrofit was
completed in 2000 followed by the widening of the structure from
four to six lanes completed in 2003. The commentor may be
referring to the planned seismic retrofit of the Dumbarton Bridge
which will strengthen the existing bridge to withstand a Maximum
Credible Earthquake. This design of the retrofit of the existing bridge
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structure is complete and construction is scheduled to begin in 2010
with project completion in 2013.

LOO3-8

Please see Standard Response 9. Also see responses to the Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) letter O002. As shown, the Authority has not
determined that the proposed Pacheco alignment between San
Francisco and the Central Valley is infeasible. Please see Responses
to Comments 0012-11, 0012-12, and 0012-13 for comments
regarding the alignment proposed in the April 2010 report from
Setec Ferroviaire as appended to letter O012.

LO03-9

The Authority disagrees that limiting the scope of comments to the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material is inappropriate. The Authority
requested that members of the public focus their comments on the
new information and analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR
Material and stated that the Authority’s legal obligation extended to
responding only to those comments related to the new materials.
The Authority's request is based on CEQA Guidelines section
15088.5, applicable to situations like the current one where a lead
agency must revise and recirculate only a portion of a prior Final
EIR. The current EIR process is specifically intended to comply with
the judgment from the Town of Atherton litigation and that
judgment found that only those issues in the revised materials
required further CEQA compliance.

The Authority respectfully disagrees that “the ridership projections
and business plan, have been shown to be flawed”. See Standard
Response 4.

LO03-10

The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the issues identified by
the court for further CEQA compliance and synthesizes the additional
information with respect to the alternatives in a manner that
provides for a fair comparison of impacts and feasibility. See
Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft Program EIR.

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-58



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

LOO3-11

The purpose of the discussion in Chapter 7 is to revise and update
the discussion of the preferred alternative in the May 2008 Program
EIR based on the Revised Draft Program EIR information. The text
regarding those who support or have expressed concern over the
Pacheco or Altamont network alternatives is intended to disclose the
wide divergence of opinion in the San Francisco Bay area over which
mountain pass should be selected. Chapter 7 has been revised to
note briefly the public input the Authority has received as part of the
45-day public comment period on the Revised Draft Program EIR,
and to distinguish the 2008 public comment from the 2010 public
comment.

LO03-12

The Authority has attempted to use text and tables as appropriate to
best convey the information. In the presentation of information
comparing the two alignment alternatives, Pacheco Pass and
Altamont Pass Alternatives (Section 7.3.3.D), much of the
information was best conveyed using text (public input, ridership and
revenue, capital and operating costs, travel times and travel
conditions, constructability issues and logistical constraints, and
environmental impacts). Although some data could have been
presented in tabular form, the majority is qualitative and best
conveyed through discussion. In some cases, both text and tables
were used, such as for the discussion of multiple spurs and junctions
in Section 4.1.2.B.

LO03-13

The Authority is currently considering program-level alternatives for
the HST to connect the Bay Area to the Central Valley. As described
in Chapter 1 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, the purpose of the
tiered environmental review process was to provide for selection of a
preferred network alternative and general mitigation strategies to be
carried for further, project-level environmental review. The
alternatives being screened as part of project-level review are more
detailed proposals suitable for project-level consideration. The
development of these more detailed, project-level alternatives is
appropriately limited to the project EIRs. Depending on the
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Authority Board's final decision on a network alternative, revisions
to the ongoing project-level environmental analyses may be
needed.

LOO3-14

The Authority has followed the provisions in CEQA Guidelines section
15088.5 regarding recirculation of an EIR. Section 15088.5(f)(2)
identifies the ability of a lead agency to recirculate only those
portions of the EIR that involve revisions.

LO03-15

El Palo Alto was discussed in 3.9 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. A
more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including
loss of mature and heritage trees and associated effects will be
performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level
environmental review. Possible avoidance or minimization of
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail,
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed. Also see
Standard Response 3 and response to comment O0017-6.

LOO3-16

Bridges, tunnels, alignments, and station descriptions are provided in
Section 2.5.1, with associated appendices: (1) plan and profile
sheets in Appendix 2-D, (2) cross sections in Appendix 2-E, and (3)
station fact sheets in Appendix 2-F, including parking demand.
Maintenance and Storage Facilities for the Bay Area to Central Valley
are discussed in Section 2.5.3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.
Signaling, electrification, and communications systems are identified
in Section 2.3.2.

Where necessary and in response to the Superior Court in the Town
of Atherton case, Chapter 2 and the appendices of the 2008 Final
Program EIR were updated in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material. Chapter 3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR evaluated the
facilities identified in Chapter 2, and this evaluation was updated in
the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material for those
environmental areas where the 2008 Final Program EIR Chapter 2
was revised. Thus, the facilities and alignments identified in this
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comment have been evaluated at the Program level and revised
where necessary in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.
As suggested in the comments, these facilities, alignments and
stations will be addressed in detail in the forthcoming project-level
environmental documents. Also see Standard Response 3.

LO03-17

Precise grade separation locations were not specified in the 2005
Statewide Program EIR or the 2008 Final Program EIR. The number
and location of proposed grade separations were indicated on the
plan and profiles included in Appendix 2-D of the 2008 Final Program
EIR. As noted in the comment, the actual location and configuration
of these facilities will need to be evaluated in the project-level
environmental evaluation. The Authority disagrees that absence of
this detailed evaluation at the program-level yields the program level
evaluation inadequate.

LOO3-18

The Program EIR provides an adequate project description. See the
2008 Final Program EIR Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-D. See Response
to Comment LO03-16.

LO03-19
See Standard Response 7 regarding eminent domain.

LO03-20

Maintenance and storage facilities were identified and described in
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and appropriately
acknowledged in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR, which states:
“Possible Bay Area locations and sites for fleet storage/service and
inspection/light maintenance facility along the preferred HST
alternative between Gilroy and San Francisco will be considered as
part of the project-level engineering and environmental review.”

LO03-21

Two types of maintenance facilities are discussed in the 2008 Final
Program EIR: the maintenance and storage facilities and the fleet
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storage/service and inspection/light maintenance facilities. The
statements in the 2008 Final Program EIR document are correct for
each of these two types of facilities.

LO03-22

The Authority acknowledges that the FRA may be requested to
provide an exemption for non-compliant equipment to operate in the
same corridor with the HST project, if the Caltrain alignment
between San Francisco and San Jose is included in the network
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further study.
This is discussed in the May 2008 Final Program EIR in Chapter 2,
pp. 2-16 to 2-17, with respect to the Caltrain Corridor. In May 2010,
the FRA provided a waiver to the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers
Board to allow for non-compliant equipment to operate on the
Caltrain Corridor as part of Caltrain Electrification. See also Standard
Response 9.

LO03-23

Use and maintenance of the property under an HST system aerial
viaduct will be determined at a later stage in the design of the HST
system and will require consideration of numerous factors such as
the needs of the HST system, HST security policies, height of the
viaduct, and adjoining land uses.

LO03-24
See Standard Response 7 regarding eminent domain.

LO03-25

This topic was not identified by the Superior Court in the Town of
Atherton case as an area requiring additional work under CEQA.
Streets and Highways Code section 2704.09 sets forth certain HST
system characteristics, including trip times between certain cities,
Oakland among them. Also section 2704.09(b) states that nothing in
this section shall prejudice the Authority's determination and
selection of the HST alignment from the Central Valley to the Bay
Area. The 2008 Final Program EIR considers alternatives that would
serve Oakland, includes three potential station locations in Oakland,
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and notes the ability to meet the requisite express (non-stop) trip
times between cities. For example see the Final Program EIR
Volume 1, Chapter 2, summary table 2.5-1 (p. 2-23 to 2-26), text
and diagrams; Volume 2, Appendix 2-F-16 through 24, and Volume
1, Chapter 7, p. 7-9. Oakland was not included in the preferred
alternative. See the Final Program EIR Volume 1, Chapter 8. The
information in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material did not
alter the preferred alternative identified in the 2008 Final Program
EIR. See p. 7-2 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.

LO03-26

The Authority disagrees that the project description of the 2008 Final
Program EIR did not adequately describe or disclose that there was
an HST segment along the San Francisco Peninsula between San
Francisco and San Jose. See Chapter 2, Section 2.5.1, of the 2008
Final Program EIR for a description of segments including between
San Francisco and San Jose and also see Chapter 10 for a discussion
of outreach. See Chapter 1 in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material for the basis for preparing and circulating the Revised Draft
Program EIR Material.

Although the commenter correctly identifies that no public meetings
were held on the Peninsula related to the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR, we disagree that this has defeated CEQA's information
disclosure purposes. CEQA includes no specific requirements for
holding public meetings in conjunction with release of a Draft EIR or
a revised Draft EIR. The Authority did hold two public meetings to
receive comment on the Revised Draft Program EIR in April 2010 in
San Jose. Public notification of the release of this document was
extended to include notification to more than 50,000 individuals,
public entities, and organizations. The Notice of Availability and
Notice of a Public Meeting was published in 8 newspapers and
distributed to 16 libraries throughout Bay Area and Central Valley.
The process fully complies with CEQA.
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LO03-27

This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.
See Standard Responses 3 and 4.

The ridership modeling that resulted in forecasts used in the
Program EIR was not identified by the Superior Court for further
work to comply with CEQA in the Town of Atherton judgment.
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR explains that a new
intercity travel demand model was developed by Cambridge
Systematics for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and in
cooperation with the Authority. This model was used to develop
forecasts for the environmental impact analysis, including a low and
high scenario. The main text of the Program EIR references the
Cambridge Systematics forecast report and the report is included as
a reference. The referenced report includes a more detailed
discussion of the methodology used to develop the ridership
forecasts, and refers the reader to other modeling reports prepared
by Cambridge Systematics. The final forecast report and related
reports discussing the model development have been posted on the
Authority's website since the fall of 2007. Also see Standard
Response 4.

LO03-28

This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.
See Standard Response 3.

The heading for this comment is "Flawed and Inadequate Business
Plan," however, we interpret the comment to refer to the Program
EIR. The ridership modeling that resulted in forecasts used in the
Program EIR was not identified by the Superior Court for further
work to comply with CEQA in the Town of Atherton judgment. We
note that Chapter 2 of the 2008 Program EIR did address the basis
for the ridership forecasts being used for environmental analysis and
references the reader to the ridership documentation prepared by
Cambridge Systematics. The 2008 Program EIR analyzed a no
project alternative, which discusses the consequences of not
constructing the HST system. If the Authority chooses a no project
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alternative, the project ridership would not materialize. In addition,
the 2008 Final Program EIR includes comparative information on the
ridership projections associated with different network alternatives in
Chapter 7. Also see Standard Responses 3, 44 and 8.

LO03-29

The Authority disagrees that the ridership forecasts are flawed or
overestimated. The ridership and revenue modeling provides an
appropriate tool for the environmental analysis for which it has been
used. See Standard Response 4.

LO03-30

Project costs are described in Section 5, Costs and Operations of the
2010 Revised Draft and Final Program EIR Material. As stated in
Section 5.1, only those tables requiring revisions are included, all
other tables in Chapter 4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR did not
require any revisions. The methodologies for calculating costs, the
unit costs, the operating costs, and project implementation cost are
provided in Appendices A through D of the 2008 Final Program EIR.

LO03-31
See Response to Comment LO03-112.

LO03-32

The capital costs developed by the Authority include construction,
right-of-way, environmental mitigation, and design and management
services. The construction costs include procurement and
installation of line infrastructure (e.g., tracks, bridges, tunnels, grade
separations, power distribution, trainsets); facilities (e.g., passenger
stations and storage and maintenance facilities); systems (e.g.,
communications and train control); and removal or relocation of
existing infrastructure such as utilities. The estimated right-of-way
costs include acquisition of properties needed for construction of the
HST infrastructure. Agency costs associated with administration of
the program (e.g., design, environmental review, and management)
are estimated in terms of add-on percentages to construction costs,
and a contingency is added based on the total construction and
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right-of-way costs. The unit costs for implementing high-speed
trains are well known based on foreign experience and from other
major construction projects in California — and have been extensively
peer reviewed.

LO03-33

More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. This analysis
will include evaluation of the impacts on potentially affected local
businesses. See Standard Response 3.

LO03-34

There is no such CEQA requirement. The Authority and FRA's
Statewide Program EIR/EIS appropriately answered the basic
guestion of whether the HST project is actually environmentally
advantageous for California. Furthermore, this topic was not
identified by the Superior Court as an area requiring additional work
under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case. See Standard Responses
1, 2 and 8.

LO03-35

Detailed and updated cost estimates will be included in the Project
EIR/EIS documents for each section. 2006 costs were used to
compare with other cost estimates prepared as part of the 2008
Final Program EIR.

LOO3-36

Ridership and revenue estimates must be included in detailed
funding plans to be developed in the future for specific HST corridors
or usable segments thereof. Streets and Highways Code sec.
2704.08. There are no statutory requirements addressing ridership
in the program EIR, nor does Prop 1A specifically require ridership
estimates for a possible Oakland HST station. The 2009 Business
Plan presents ridership estimates for an initial phase of HST service
from San Francisco through the Central Valley to Los Angeles and
Anaheim, consistent with the designation in Proposition 1A of San
Francisco to Los Angeles and Anaheim as Phase 1 of the HST
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system. See 2009 Business Plan, pp. 70-73; Streets and Highways
Code sec. 2704.04(b)(2).

LO03-37

The Authority disagrees with the comment. The ridership and
revenue modeling provides an appropriate tool for the environmental
analysis for which it has been used. See Standard Response 4,
explaining the differences in the ridership forecast for environmental
review versus business planning purposes.

This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.
The December 2009 Business Plan numbers being referenced are for
Phase 1 of the HST system (SF-Anaheim) whereas the Final Program
EIR forecasts are for the full statewide HST system. The Business
Plan explains that the HST fare structure is not yet set and that fares
will most likely vary (like on existing HST services and air
transportation) depending on a number of factors (time of day, type
of service, advanced purchase, etc.). The 2009 Business Plan
focuses on a higher estimated average HST fare than used for the
Authority’s environmental documents — which results in less ridership
but higher revenue. The Authority’s program environmental
documents appropriately utilize forecasts which assume lower HST
fares, which would produce higher ridership and therefore greater
potential environmental impacts to be analyzed in the environmental
review..

LO03-38

Detailed and updated cost estimates will be included in the Project
EIR/EIS documents for each section. The San Francisco to San Jose
Section Preliminary Alternatives Analysis is not the subject of this
review.

LO03-39

The Authority disagrees that the environmental document did not
address the impacts of specific alignment and station locations. See
Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered planning and
environmental process and Standard Response 3 regarding the level
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of detail for impact analysis and mitigation in the program
environmental document. Also see the 2008 Final Program EIR and
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.

LO03-40

The Authority disagrees that mitigation is inadequately described.
Mitigation strategies are discussed in the 2008 Final Program EIR
and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. See Standard
Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts analysis and
mitigation.

LO03-41

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material and 2008 Final
Program EIR appropriately identify potential environmental impacts
at a program-level. See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3.

As noted in the 2008 Final Program EIR, there are both passenger
and freight operations on the peninsula between San Francisco and
Lick (“Peninsula Corridor™). The PCJPB acquired certain rights in this
corridor from UPRR’s predecessor Southern Pacific Railroad (SP). In
accordance with the terms of the purchase and sale agreement
between the parties, PCJPB owns the real property, infrastructure,
and commuter rail passenger operating rights in the Peninsula
Corridor. PCJPB, through its operating entity Caltrain, provides
commuter rail service. At the time of the sales transaction, SP (now
UPRR) retained a freight easement to provide freight service to
customers on the Peninsula Corridor. The terms and conditions by
which UPRR provides service to freight customers are reflected in a
trackage rights agreement between the parties.

Between Lick and Gilroy, there are also both passenger and freight
operations, however the relationship between the parties is reversed
from that on the Peninsula Corridor. In this section of right of way,
UPRR owns the real property, infrastructure and freight operating
rights, and PCJPB has a passenger easement and provides
passenger service through Caltrain pursuant to the terms of a
trackage rights agreement. The width of the right-of-way in the Lick
to Gilroy segment is generally 60 feet wide.
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Thus, the statement that UPRR owns and controls the corridor
between San Jose and Gilroy is not correct. From San Jose to Lick,
the corridor is owned by PCJPB and UPRR operates under a trackage
rights agreement. From Lick to Gilroy, Caltrain operates passenger
service on right-of-way owned by UPRR.

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material makes it clear that the
proposed HST corridor alignment in the Lick to Gilroy project
segment would be adjacent to, but not within, the UPRR operating
right-of-way. As part of the project-level EIR activities, the Authority
will prepare an Alternatives Analysis for alignments that are part of
the network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for
further study. Please also see responses to letter 0002 received
from the UPRR.

LO03-42

This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts. To
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility,
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of
development; or socioeconomic conditions. For the property impacts
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above to better
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the
improvements in the alignment alternatives. As noted in Chapter 3
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.
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LO03-43

This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case.
Appropriate significance criteria have been used for the Authority’s
CEQA program level documents.

LO03-44

The HST system would improve inter-modal connectivity with local
and commuter transit systems. Prop 1A provides $950 million in
bond funds for rail capital improvements complementary to the HST
system. These funds must be allocated to intercity, commuter and
urban rail systems and shall provide direct connectivity and benefits
to the high-speed train system and its facilities or be part of the
construction of the system.

Caltrain has stated that their future as a viable commuter rail system
is dependent on funding associated with the HST. CHSRA
coordination with Caltrain will assist with realizing critical
improvements to the Caltrain system in conjunction with the
implementation of the HST. In addition, Caltrain would benefit from
the creation of a fully grade-separate right-of-way, allowing trains to
operate more safely by eliminating at-grade traffic and pedestrian
crossings.

The PCJPB owns the Caltrain right-of-way from San Jose to San
Francisco. The Authority and PCJPB have negotiated a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) to work together on the
corridor and to develop a “single vision” for the corridor moving
forward into the future. The MOU was approved by the California
High Speed Rail Authority Board on March 5th, 2009. The PCJPB
approved the MOU on April 2nd, 2009.

The purpose of this MOU is to establish an initial organizational
framework for CHSRA and PCJPB to engage as partners in the
planning, design and construction of appropriate improvements in
the Caltrain Rail Corridor to accommodate both the near-term and
long-term needs of the parties. As work on the HST system
proceeds, it is expected that the MOU will be amended or replaced in
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order better to address the specific roles and responsibilities of the
parties.. Also see Standard Response 10.

The precise alignment and profile options for the HST system will be
further evaluated and refined as part of the preliminary engineering
and project-level environmental review and will include trench
and/or tunnel concepts in sensitive areas or where it is an
appropriate and necessary design option for the network alternative
that is ultimately selected by the Authority for further evaluation.
Available right-of-way, impacts on adjacent communities and costs
will be among the factors considered as part of this review.

LO03-45

The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the issues identified by
the court in the Town of Atherton case for further CEQA compliance,
including the issue of property impacts as they relate to UPRR's
denial of use of its right-of-way. Other types of local impacts were
not identified by the court as requiring further CEQA compliance.
The court did hold that local impacts such as noise, visual, and
effects on mature and heritage trees were adequately assessed for a
program EIR.

LO0O3-46

The terms “exclusive” and “shared” are defined in Sections 2.1.2 and
2.3.2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. As stated in that section: “...
A fully grade-separated, access-controlled right-of-way would be
constructed, except where the system would be able to share tracks
at lower speeds with other compatible passenger rail services.
Shared-track operations would use existing rail infrastructure in
areas where construction of new separate HST facilities would not be
feasible. Although shared service would reduce the flexibility and
capacity of HST service because of the need to coordinate schedules,
it would also result in fewer environmental impacts and a lower
construction cost.” (emphasis added)

The shared-track operating scenarios described above contemplate
two different service arrangements. In the passenger only
arrangement, HST would share the same tracks in joint operation
with other passenger service providers as permitted by federal safety
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laws and FRA implementing regulations. The freight only
arrangement would operate on the same tracks as the passenger
service providers but at different times of the day. Known as
“temporal separation”, this shared use scenario is common in the
industry with passenger service typically operating during daytime
hours and freight operators providing service during a “nighttime
window”.

LO03-47

The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, such that
trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although some
trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the right-of-
way. If it is determined through project-level analysis, that there is a
need to acquire adjacent properties for locations where the current
Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough to accommodate the
addition of HST, replacement landscaping would likely be established
outside the area required for rail operations and landscaping may be
proposed to screen certain HST facilities from view. See response
to comment O017-5..

Types and routes of transmission lines to supply electricity to the
HST depend on detailed engineering to determine where the line
would interface with the existing powergrid and where the feeder
lines would connect to the railway.

The infrastructure for overhead electrification would be visible, but
its visibility would be low. Consider that San Francisco's Union
Square is bounded on two sides by overhead wires to power the
City's electric buses. These wires and their poles, over busy city
streets, are not highly visible at all and do not comprise part of one's
visual memory of Union Square.

Specific locations and the scale of impacts would be further
examined in detail as part of the project-level EIR/EIS because they
are a product of the HST system design, and the detailed studies
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of impact
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.
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LO03-48

Mitigation for noise impacts, including soundwalls, cannot be
determined at the program level. Noise mitigation specifics will be
developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. The project specific
analysis would identify the materials for soundwalls, locations along
the railway where they would be constructed, and an appropriate
height. Assuming soundwalls would be needed for the entire Caltrain
corridor is premature at the program-level. Also see Standard
Response 5.

Visual impacts were analyzed for the entire Caltrain corridor, not
specific locations. The 2008 Final Program EIR depicts HST running
in a combination of at-grade and retained fill through Palo Alto and
along most of the Caltrain corridor. This is shown in Appendix 2D,
Sheet CC 4 of 6. The height of the fill varies from 7 to 15 feet. A
photosimulation was provided in the Final Program EIR of an
elevated section passing the Burlingame Caltrain depot. This location
was chosen to show the proposed project in the context of a historic
building. The Final Program EIR included additional simulations for
prototypical locations throughout its study area, but did not include
one for Palo Alto. Additional simulations will be undertaken as part of
the project-level EIR/EIS analysis.

In the Final Program EIR, shadow impacts were noted for
subsections with long distances of elevated alignments, such as in
the East Bay. Within the Caltrain corridor, the alignment was
evaluated on a retained fill at times. Across the entire corridor, the
shadow and shading effects are low. Many locations are already
shaded due to the trees, fences or buildings lining the existing right-
of-way. Additional visual analysis will be conducted as part of the
project-level EIR/EIS.

LO03-49

Types and routes of transmission lines to supply electricity to the
HST will depend on more detailed engineering to determine where
the line would interface with the existing powergrid and where the
feeder lines would connect to the railway. This will be addressed at
the project level when additional design detail is available and when
appropriate mitigation measures would be identified and analyzed.
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The project-level EIR/EIS will review all relevant adopted policies
and plansropose designs and will consider mitigations related to
those policies.

LO03-50
See Response to Comment LO03-47.

LOO3-51

Grade separations would have varying visual impacts, depending on
their design and location. In the specific case of the City of Palo Alto,
no vehicular or pedestrian overcrossings were noted in the 2008
Final Program EIR. Grade separations would generally be
accomplished by either fully raising the railway over the street, or by
partially elevating the railway and partially depressing the street. The
view from streets that cross the railway corridor would be partially
obscured as one approaches the grade separation, but the extent of
this potential impactcannot be determined until the project level
analysis, where specific designs would be considered for each
crossing.

LO0O3-52

Nighttime lighting associated with the HST project would be limited
to stations, maintenance facilities and replacement street and
pedestrian lighting, and would be expected to be similar to that
which exists for Caltrain stations today, except that the length along
the tracks would be greater, as HST would require a 1,400-foot-long
platform at stations.

LO03-53

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. One of these topics included
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and
Gilroy. This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area. The revised
project description does not result in changes to the discussion of
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farmland impacts as included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR,
however, because that analysis already considered land beneath a
road or railroad right-of-way as potential farmland, as defined by the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program. The placement of HST tracks adjacent to the
UPRR right-of-way does not increase the level of impact. The
mitigation strategies included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR
include permanent protection for farmlands by securing easements
or participating in mitigation banks, and coordination with local,
state, federal, and private farmland protection programs. Although
the Authority’s decisions related to the 2008 Fainl Program EIR were
rescinded, similar mitigation strategies are expected to be
considered by the Authority in future decisions on the Revised Final
Program EIR, including a programmatic mitigation monitoring and
reporting plan, and would be further refined and applied in the
project-level EIR/EISs as more detailed information becomes
available.

LO03-54

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change
impacts are discussed. More detailed analysis of potential
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts will
be provided during project-level environmental review, when more
detailed information will be available concerning system design and
placement, including at-grade, trench, tunnel, and elevated tracks.

LO03-55

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3.6 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. It is noted that construction impacts and
potential mitigation measures would be addressed in subsequent
project-level EIR/EIS analyses. More detailed analysis of potential
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operational and construction air quality impacts will be provided
during project-level environmental review, when more detailed
information will be available concerning system design and
placement as well as construction. Once alignments are established,
a full construction analysis would be conducted. This analysis will
guantify emissions from construction vehicles, excavation, worker
trips, and other related construction activities of constructing the
HST system (ralil, station, maintenance facilities, substations,
transmission lines, etc.), including traffic detours. Specific mitigation
measures, if required, would be identified and a construction
monitoring program, if required, would be established.

LO03-56
See Response to Comment LO03-55.

LO03-57
See Response to Comment LO03-55.

LOO03-58

See Standard Response 4 regarding ridership. The Revised Draft
Program EIR Material addresses those topics identified in the final
judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective
work under CEQA. Greenhouse gases and air quality was not one of
those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.

LO03-59

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed analysis of potential
operational and construction air quality impacts will be provided
during project-level environmental review, when more detailed
information will be available concerning system design and
placement as well as construction. The air quality and global climate
change analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR utilized information
on airplane emissions from the FAA’s Emission and Dispersion
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Modeling System (EDMS). The EDMS estimates the emissions
generated from a specified number of landing and take-off (LTO)
cycles. Along with the emissions from the planes themselves,
emissions generated from associated ground maintenance
requirements are also included. See also Standard Response 4
regarding ridership.

LO03-60

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change
impacts are discussed. More detailed analysis of potential
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts will
be provided during project-level environmental review, when more
detailed information will be available concerning system design and
placement, including at-grade, trench, tunnel, and elevated tracks.

LO03-61

The Authority disagrees that the air quality analysis is flawed. The
Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics identified
in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring
corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate change
was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. As noted in the program analysis, additional electrical
power would be required to operate the HST system. Because of
the nature of electrical power generation and the use of a grid
system to distribute electrical power, it is not yet clear which
facilities would be supplying power to the HST system. The
document states that CO, PM10, PM2.5, NOX, and TOG burden
levels would be predicted to increase because of the power
requirements of the HST. It further states the "If it is decided that
the project would be run on 100% clean, zero-carbon emissions
electricity, there would be no predicted increase in CO2 levels due to
the project’s increased electrical requirements”. The document
states "if" and not "will" run on 100% clean, zero-carbon emissions
electricity.
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LO0O3-62

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change
impacts are discussed. The analysis concludes that HST would
reduce overall emissions statewide. The proposed HST system
would result in beneficial impacts related to GHGs and global climate
change. Any additional carbon entering the atmosphere, whether by
emissions from the project itself or by removal of carbon
sequestering plants (included agricultural crops), would be more
than offset by the beneficial reduction of carbon resulting from the
project due to a reduction in automobile vehicle miles traveled
(mobile sources) and reduction in the number of airplane trips.

LO0O3-63

See Response to Comment LO03-55 regarding air quality
construction impacts.

LO03-64
See Response to Comment LO03-44.

LO03-65
See Response to Comment LO03-54.

LO03-66
See Response to Comment LO03-55.

LO03-67
See Response to Comments L003-54 and L0O03-55.

LO03-68

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. It should be noted that the U.S. EPA and U.S.
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Army Corps of Engineers have been involved throughout the project
and have agreed to the scope and methods of evaluation at each
stage. Impacts to biological resources were considered in Chapter
3.15 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR. The data for biological
resources and wetlands were interpreted and synthesized to the
appropriate level for a program-level environmental analysis. The
analysis in Section 3.15 also identifies the need for field
reconnaissance—level surveys to be conducted as part of the future
Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis. These future surveys will
determine specific wetland type, quality, habitat conditions, and
impacts along the HST alternative and surrounding areas. At the
project level, the Authority is committed to working with the
resource agencies to identify alignments that would further avoid or
minimize potential impacts. Mitigation strategies identified at the
program level will be refined and applied at the project level to
mitigate significant impacts. The Authority will continue coordination
with all agencies and organizations involved to identify specific issues
and develop solutions that avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential
biological impacts.

LO03-69

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. The Authority did not “only equate miles of
disturbance with environmental impacts” as suggested. However, in
some cases, miles of disturbance can be helpful towards explaining
differences in potential impacts between alternatives. Like the
original Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR, the recirculated
material involves a programmatic level of detail. The data for
biological resources and wetlands were interpreted and synthesized
to the appropriate level for a program-level environmental analysis.
Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. As noted in
Chapter 8 of the Final Program EIR, the U.S. EPA and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers concurred with this level of information to
identify the Pacheco Pass network alternative serving San Francisco
via San Jose was the corridor most likely to contain the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) in 2008.
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LOO3-70

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. The biological analysis was based on the thresholds
and criteria set in CEQA Appendix G. Impacts on nonsensitive
species and habitats were not considered a criterion to base
decisions of identifying a preferred alternative. Methods of impact
evaluation for the project were developed with input from both state
and federal resource agencies. Additional detailed information
regarding potentially affected species will be provided in the
subsequent project-level environmental evaluation and
documentation. This information will include species descriptions,
distribution, seasonal activity, range, reproduction, habitat
characteristics, population status, threats, conservation status, and a
detailed evaluation of effects of the project and proposed mitigation.

LO03-71

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. The analysis in Section 3.15 also identifies the need
for field reconnaissance—level surveys to be conducted as part of the
future Tier 2 project-level environmental analysis. These future
surveys will determine specific habitat conditions and impacts along
the entire preferred HST network alternative and surrounding areas.
This detailed analysis will identify specifically where there are
construction and operation impacts, including noise, vibration, and
potential pollution concerns, on critical wildlife corridors, wetlands,
sensitive habitat, and special-status species. At the project level,
alignments would be further designed to avoid or minimize potential
impacts. Mitigation strategies identified at the program level will be
refined and applied at the project level to mitigate significant
impacts. The Authority will continue coordination with all agencies
and organizations involved to identify specific issues and develop
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solutions that avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential biological
impacts. See also Response to Comment LO03-70.

LO03-72

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. One of these topics included
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and
Gilroy. This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area. The revised
project description does not result in changes to the discussion of
biological resources and wetland impacts as included in the May
2008 Final Program EIR. Moreover, the study area as discussed in
the 2008 Final Program EIR extended out 1,000 ft in urban areas
and 0.25 mile in rural areas on each side of the alignment. The
impacts analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR, therefore remains
valid.

LO03-73

A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including
loss of mature and heritage tress and associated effects along the
Caltrain Corridor will be performed during the preliminary
engineering and project-level environmental review. Possible
avoidance or minimization of impacts on the mature and heritage
trees will be reviewed in detail, and mitigation for the loss of trees
will be developed.

LOO3-74

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to
existing railroad corridors will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of trees and
other vegetation will be avoided to the extent possible. Operational
and construction impacts including those related to the removal of
trees corridor will be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS.
Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further examined
in detail at the project level because they are a product of the HST
system design, and the detailed studies necessary to identify the
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presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level.

LO03-75
See Response to Comment LO03-74.

LOO3-76

The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the
right-of-way. The Caltrain Electrification tree survey was an
appropriate level of information for a program-level review and
analysis. Further analysis can be conducted as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS.

LOO03-77

A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including
loss of mature and heritage tress, including El Palo Alto, and
associated effects along the Caltrain Corridor will be performed
during the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental
review. Possible avoidance or minimization of impacts on the
mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail, and mitigation
for the loss of trees will be developed.

LOO3-78

A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including
loss of mature and heritage trees and associated effects will be
performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level
environmental review. Possible avoidance or minimization of
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail,
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed.

LOO3-79

The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR related to
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Keesling's shade trees. The analysis for cultural resources in
Chapter 3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, in
the May 2008 Final Program EIR evaluated an Area of Potential
Effect (APE) of 500 ft on each side of the centerline of proposed HST
alignments where additional right-of-way could be needed; 100 ft on
each side of the centerline for HST alignments along existing
highways and railroads where very little additional right-of-way
would be needed; and 500 ft around station locations. The
placement of HST tracks adjacent to the UPRR right-of-way does not
increase the level of impact at the program level beyond what was
identified in the Revised Draft Program EIR. A detailed cultural
resources investigation and evaluation of measures to minimize and
mitigate impacts consistent with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act will be conducted as part of project-level
environmental documents.

Throughout the program environmental process, the Authority and
FRA have consulted with the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) regarding the HST project. At the program level, the FRA
and the Authority initiated consultation with the California Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and requested a search of
their Sacred Lands file to identify any traditional cultural properties
that could be potentially impacted or affected by the project, and
requested lists of Native Americans to contact for the areas that
could be affected by the project, as required by 36 CFR §
800.4(1)(4). The FRA and Authority have coordinated with Native
Americans as part of the program environmental process identifying
proposed project alternatives and requesting information about any
archaeological sites, traditional cultural properties, or sacred sites
that could be affected by the project. Authority staff contacted tribal
representatives to discuss the HST Alignment Alternatives under
consideration for the Bay Area to Central Valley.

Cultural resources studies for the program included records searches
obtained from the appropriate California Historical Resources
Information System (CHRIS) Information Centers. The records
searches identified the general locations of previously recorded
archaeological sites in the APE. Prior studies were also reviewed to
identify site locations and to identify areas with high archaeological
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sensitivity. The method used to predict potential effects and impacts
of the HST program on historic properties and historical resources
was based upon estimating the amount of historic development that
occurred along each proposed alignment alternative and the records
search. These estimates were based upon review of existing
documentation, including historical maps, aerial photographs, and
local inventories, and the preparers’ knowledge of the history of the
region. No field surveys to identify archaeological resources or
historic-period properties/resources were conducted, nor would this
be appropriate for a program-level analysis. Surveys will be
conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. The Authority and
FRA worked with the SHPO on the phased approach for cultural
resources.

See Chapter 3.12 of the 2008 Final Program EIR for mitigation
strategies. Resource-specific cultural resources mitigation measures
such as those resulting from noise, vibration, and visual intrusion will
be developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS and through
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Under Section
106 (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at the project
level include identification of resources, evaluation of their
significance under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA,
identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of
potential mitigation measures. Specific resources within the Area of
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level
because the identification of potentially affected resources and
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location
and system design, and can only be done at the project level.

LO03-80
See Response to Comment LO03-79.

LO03-81
See Response to Comment LO03-79.

LO0O3-82

See Response to Comment L003-79. El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto
tree, has lived next to the railway since 1863, with the current
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double-track configuration in place since 1904. The HST tracks
depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to the west of the
existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the existing tracks.
Analysis of historic resources in the project-level EIR/EIS studies will
help determine the design and mitigations needed to avoid adverse
impacts to sensitive historic resources.

LO03-83

Different study areas were defined to assess different types of
impacts in Chapter 3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. For many of
the environmental resources, broad study areas were defined to
describe a wide context of the existing resources in proximity to
proposed improvements. The right-of-way necessary for the
improvements considered is 25 ft on either side of centerline.
Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the
2008 Final Program EIR discuss the analysis of land use impacts. To
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility,
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of
development; or socioeconomic conditions. For the property impacts
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above to better
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the
improvements in the alignment alternatives. As noted in Chapter 3
of the 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were used
for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.

LO03-84

In developing demographic profiles, it is professional practice (and
also practiced by most State Departments of Transportation and

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Metropolitan Planning Organizations) to identify environmental
justice communities by using a threshold level for percentage of
minority and low-income individuals within a given geographic area.
The percentage thresholds in the 2008 Final Program EIR and the
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material were used to identify
locations within the study area where there were higher than
average concentrations of environmental justice communities as
compared to the surrounding study area, city and/or county as a
whole. In addition, the Program EIRs evaluated size and type of
right-of-way needed for the alignment alternatives and proximity to
environmental justice populations. These factors provide a
reasonable indication of where potential benefits or disproportionate
impacts to minority and low-income populations would be most likely
to occur. Because this is a program-level document, the analysis
considered the potential for environmental justice impacts on a
broad scale. Additional analysis and public outreach will take place
during project-level investigations to identify minority and low-
income individuals including any dispersed locations of these
populations and to consider potential localized disproportionately
high and adverse effects. See also Standard Response 3.

LO03-85

A ranking of alignments in terms of seismic hazards and potential for
surface rupture (Active and Potentially Active Fault Crossings) is
provided in Chapter 3.13, Geology of the 2008 Final Program EIR
allowing for a comparison of relative potential impacts. Design
practices are provided in Chapter 3.13.4 and mitigation strategies
are provided in 3.13.5, including mitigation for construction and
operation over an active fault. As described in the 2008 Final
Program EIR, the HST alignments would not cross the Calaveras
Fault in a tunnel for the Pacheco Pass Alignments, but would cross in
tunnel for the Altamont Alignments.

Chapter 3.13.3 states: “To cross this fault line in tunnel would
require additional design and mitigation work to address safety
issues. Alternatively, to meet the Authority’s objective of crossing
major fault zones at grade, as noted in Chapter 2, would require
redesign and realignment of the Altamont Alignment alternatives and
would result in increased environmental impacts, as well as
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increased travel times for the Altamont alignment alternatives.
Overall, the alignment alternatives are ranked high in this corridor
with respect to both seismic hazards and fault rupture.”

Mitigation strategies in this section of the 2008 Final Program EIR
state:

“The following mitigation strategies can be refined and applied at the
project-specific level and will reduce this impact:

e Install early warning systems triggered by strong ground motion
associated with ground rupture, such as linear monitoring
systems (TDRs) along major highways and rail lines within the
zone of potential rupture to provide early warnings and allow
temporary control of rail and automobile traffic to avoid and
reduce risks.”

e Avoid active faults to the extent possible. Where avoidance is
not possible, cross active faults at grade and perpendicular to
the fault line, whenever possible. Where tunnel use is
necessary across an active fault, assure safety through advanced
tunnel design and fire/life/safety systems, or pursue further
design and alignment variations to allow crossing at grade or on
aerial structures.”

See Standard Response 3.

LOO3-86
Please see Response to Comment L0O03-85.

LO03-87

A ranking of alignments in terms of seismic hazards and potential for
surface rupture (Active and Potentially Active Fault Crossings) is
provided in Section 3.13: Geology of the 2008 Final Program EIR
allowing for a comparison of relative potential impacts. Liquefaction
is discussed as part of the seismic hazard portion of this section. As
the design of the HST system is progressed at the project-level, a
more detailed evaluation of seismic hazards and mitigation will be
provided.
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Design and construction of foundations to mitigate the potential
effects of liquefaction is not considered to require unusually complex
solutions. Mitigating for liquefaction is common and would not result
in meaningful additional potential impacts at the level of this
program EIR/EIS. Further evaluation of this issue will occur during
the project level environmental process.

LO0O3-88

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Geology and soils was not
one of those topics. Please see Section 3.13 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. The level of detail being requested is not appropriate
for evaluation in a program level environmental document. These
issues will be addressed in more detail during the project level
environmental process when more information on design and
location are available. See also Standard Response 3.

LO03-89
Please see response to comment LO03 — 87.

LO03-90

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public health and safety
impacts due to possible derailments on the UPRR, Caltrain of HST
lines were not one of those topics. The HST would be designed to
have fully grade-separated tracks with state-of-the-art safety,
signaling, and automated train control systems to minimize the
potential for derailment. The Authority would build upon the
extensive experience of HST operations in other countries. Future
HST Operations Plans will include emergency response measures.
FRA regulations also address safety concerns, and this system would
comply with those regulations. A more detailed review of the safety
impacts of the HST system will be performed during the preliminary
engineering and project-level environmental review. See responses
to letter 0002 and Standard Response 9.
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LO03-91

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Possible collisions with trains
was not one of those topics. The HST would be designed to have
fully grade-separated tracks with state-of-the-art safety, signaling,
and automated train control systems to minimize the potential for
derailment. The Authority would build upon the extensive
experience of HST operations in other countries. Future HST
Operations Plans will include emergency response measures. FRA
regulations also address safety concerns, and this system would
comply with those regulations. A more detailed review of the safety
impacts of the HST system will be performed during the project-level
engineering design and project-level environmental review. See
responses to letter 0002 and Standard Response 9.

LO03-92

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Section 3.11 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis on
potential hazardous materials/waste impacts, such as underground
toxic plumes, and mitigation measures will be part of a project-level
EIR/EIS because the determination of impact is a product of the HST
system design and can only be done at the project level. See also
Standard Response 3.

For each project-specific environmental document that tiers off the
Program EIR/EIS, a subsequent analysis consisting of an
environmental site assessment (ESA) would need to be conducted to
identify and further analyze potential hazardous materials/waste
sites and to further analyze and document the potential impacts
related to the proposed project. This analysis will be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM guidelines for preparing an
environmental site assessment (E1527-05). Tasks to be performed
as part of the ESA include: environmental database search, review
of historical land uses and maps, site reconnaissance, agency
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records review/interviews, and data analysis and report preparation.
Based on the information presented in the project-level ESA a
determination will be made regarding any sites that will need to
have a Phase Il environmental site assessment performed (e.g.,
hydrogeologic investigation). This recommendation for a Phase 11
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

LO0O3-93

See Response to Comment L0O03-92. Please see Section 3.11 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis on
potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos along rail right-of-way will be included in project-level
environmental documents. A mitigation strategy identified in the
2008 Final Program EIR was the preparation of a Site Management
Program/ Contingency Plan prior to construction to address known
and potential hazardous material issues, including: measures to
address management of contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-
specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP), including measures to
protect workers and the general public in the event that unknown
contamination or buried hazards are encountered, such as along
railroad rights-of-way. In addition, other mitigation strategies
include investigation of soils and groundwater for contamination and
preparation of environmental site assessments when necessary;
realignment of the HST corridors to avoid identified sites; relocate
HST-associated facilities, such as stations, to avoid identified sites;
and remediation of identified hazardous materials and hazardous
waste contamination.
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LO03-94

See Responses to Comment L003-92 and L003-93. The potential to
encounter contaminated groundwater is discussed in Section 3.11 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures will be included as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.

LO03-95

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hydrology and water
resources was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.14 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR. Potential impacts from tunneling on
groundwater for Altamont alternatives as well as mitigation
strategies were discussed in this chapter. More detailed analyses
related to groundwater impacts will be performed during the project-
level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and location
information will be available.

LO0O3-96

Program-level impacts and mitigation strategies for streams and
riparian habitats were discussed in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water Resources and 3.15, Biological
Resources and Wetlands. The Authority disagrees that the analysis
of floodplain impacts was flawed. At the program level, the area of
100-year floodplains, as defined by FEMA, were identified and
estimated to evaluate the area of floodplain potentially affected by
project alternatives for comparison purposes. See Standard
Response 3. More detailed analyses will be performed during the
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and
location information will be available.

LO03-97

See the 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water
Resources, Sections 3.14.4 and 3.14.5 regarding Authority design
practices and mitigation strategies for groundwater. As a design
practice, geologic/soils/groundwater conditions would be evaluated
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prior to and monitored during construction to aid in the development
of construction techniques and measures to minimize effects to
ground- and surface water resources during operation. Based on
available geologic information and previous tunneling projects in
proximity to proposed tunnels, the Authority plans to fully line
tunnels with impermeable material to prevent infiltration of ground-
or surface waters. Mitigation to reduce potential impacts from
construction and operation of project components on groundwater
discharge or recharge are discussed in Section 3.14.5 and would be
further refined as part of project-level environmental analyses. More
detailed analyses related to groundwater impacts will be performed
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design
and location information will be available.

LO03-98
See Response to Comment L0O03-95 and Standard Response 3.

LO03-99

See the 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water
Resources. Indirect impacts may include such downstream effects
as sedimentation, turbidity, impacts to water-dependent species,
changes in flow-rate, erosion due to run-off, and ponding due to
changes in flood flows. These impacts typically occur outside of the
project footprint. Without project-level detail, it is difficult to identify
specific locations for indirect impacts. The HST would be designed
and constructed to minimize additional impacts on the floodplain by
constructing culverts under the track to convey anticipated storm
flows and to minimize ponding and flooding. In some locations, the
trackway would be constructed on elevated structure to allow
passage of storm flows. More detailed analyses related to floodplain
and flood risk impacts will be performed during the project-level
EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and location information
will be available.

LO0O3-100

At the program level the environmental impacts related to the
floodplain and potential diversion of flows cause by program features
would be similar in both the 100-year and 500-year floodzone.
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Certainty of the 100-year flood boundary delineation is better
statistically defined and appropriate for a program level analysis
when determining likely impacts. Inclusion of the 500-year
floodplain boundary does not alter the severity of the impact but
may increase the occurrence. More detailed floodplain analysis will
be conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.

LO03-101

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. One of these topics included
a revised description of the HST alignment between San Jose and
Gilroy. This revised description of the HST alignment clarifies that
the HST tracks would be placed adjacent to, and not within, the
mainline right-of-way owned by UPRR in this area. The revised
project description does not result in changes to the discussion of
impacts on water resources as included in the May 2008 Final
Program EIR, however, because the data used (USGS National
Hyrdography Dataset) maps the streams, creeks, lakes, and other
water bodies where they lie including when roads or railroads pass
over them. South of Lick where the alignment would be adjacent to
UPRR's right-of-way, the analysis already considered land beneath a
road or railroad right-of-way as a potential stream, as defined by the
USGS. The placement of HST tracks adjacent to the UPRR right-of-
way does not increase the level of impact. The impacts analysis in
the 2008 Final Program EIR, therefore remains valid.

LO03-102

Potential impacts related to the addition of impervious surfaces as
well as mitigation strategies were discussed in Chapter 3.14,
Hydrology and Water Resources. The change in impervious surfaces
in most cases would be minimal because the alignment would be
adjacent to or within existing (Caltrain) rail corridors and roadway
corridors, which are already developed. Where alignments extend
through open space or agricultural areas on a new track, there could
be an increase in impervious surfaces if the HST used direct fixation
to slab-track rather than permeable track bed. However, either
would be more permeable than impervious pavement resulting in a
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low runoff potential. More detailed analyses related to runoff and
impervious surfaces will be performed during the project-level
EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and location information
will be available. See Standard Response 3.

LO03-103

At the program level the environmental impacts related to the
floodplain and potential diversion of flows cause by program features
would be similar in both the 100-year and 500-year flood zone.
Certainty of the 100-year flood boundary delineation is better
statistically defined and appropriate for a program level analysis
when determining likely impacts. Inclusion of the 500-year
floodplain boundary does not alter the severity of the impact but
may increase the occurrence. More detailed floodplain analysis will
be conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.

LO03-104

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics

identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Growth inducement was not
one of those topics. The potential to induce sprawl was addressed in
Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR.

LO03-105

One purpose of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR was to examine
the potential effects on the need for property of UPRR denying use
of its right of way. Chapter 3 explains that the Caltrain Corridor
between San Francisco and San Jose is unique because the rail right
of way is publicly owned by the PCJPB, which has expressed its
willingness to cooperate with the Authority on HST service on this
corridor. We disagree that it is likely that the HST system would
have to be relocated outside the right of way. UPRR's February 23,
2009, scoping comment letter for the San Francisco to San Jose
project-level environmental review identifies concerns about safe
HST operations on this corridor and concerns that HST operations
not cause increased operating costs or operating inefficiencies for
UPRR. The letter also expresses UPRR's willingness to continue
engaging in a dialogue with CHSRA to ensure its concerns are
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addressed. UPRR's April 23, 2010, comment letter on the Revised
Draft Program EIR does not specifically mention the San Francisco to
San Jose corridor.

LOO3-106

Chapter 3 of the Revised Draft Program EIR explains that the need
to widen the size of the existing rail right of way in the San Francisco
to San Jose corridor to accommodate four tracks and UPRR freight
operations would result in a need for property acquisition at a higher
level than previously disclosed in the 2008 Final Program EIR. The
Authority disagrees that the need for limited property acquisition in
some areas along an existing railroad right of way would create a
new barrier where the existing railroad divides existing communities
constructed along the rail corridor. See L003-105 explaining why the
Authority does not agree there is a need to locate the corridor
completely outside such a publicly-owned right of way.

LO0O3-107

Both the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR address future land use compatibility based on
information from general plans and other regional and local
transportation planning documents. These documents were
examined to assess an alignment alternative's and station location
option's potential consistency with the goals and objectives defined
therein. Because this is a program-level document, the analysis
evaluated land use compatibility on a broad scale. Project-specific
effects on land use, planning and development will be evaluated at
the project-level.

LO03-108

Construction impacts for the HST project vary with location. A
detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. It is assumed in the
Program EIR that for HST alternatives using the Caltrain corridor,
HST would remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations,
but some temporary construction detours for automobile traffic and
shooflies (temporary detours for railway tracks) would be necessary.
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The specific project design and temporary construction impacts
cannot be assessed until additional engineering design detail is
provided and the full extent of impacts cannot be understood until
studies are conducted during the project level analysis.

Potential impacts include street disruption for relocation of utilities,
raising or lowering the grade of the street for a railway grade
separation, temporary full or partial closure for grade separation
construction or a railway shoofly, loss of on-street parking for the
same reasons. Mitigations for these impacts are developed at the
project level, once sufficient engineering work has been completed.
Potential mitigations could include complex construction staging to
minimize the size/scope of street detours/closures or railway
shooflies, creation of temporary replacement parking, increased
traffic control staff and devices to mitigate temporary lane
reductions, educational programs to help motorists avoid
construction areas, utilize temporary parking facilities, or activities to
encourage patronage of affected commercial areas. Mitigations for
noise during construction can include early construction of sound
walls, temporary sound walls and restricted work hours.

LO03-109

See Standard Response 6 regarding property values and Response
to Comment LO03-108.

LOO3-110

The 2008 Final Program EIR states that the proposed San Francisco
to San Jose: Caltrain corridor would have a "high" compatibility
rating because it would be primarily within an active commuter and
freight rail corridor. In addition, construction of grade separations
where none previously existed would improve circulation between
neighborhood areas. The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San
Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded it's
July 2008 program decision, the commitment to examine profile
alternatives is being carried forward in the project level analyses.
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LOO3-111

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. This resulted in a finding of
no community cohesion impacts at the program level. In addition,
construction of grade separations where none previously existing
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas. The
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.

LO03-112

Table 3.7-1 of the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and Table 2-1 of the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material state that high schools would
have a "medium" compatibility and elementary /middle schools
would have a "low" compatibility with HST. Elementary school
children spend a greater time outside of the classroom than high
school students; therefore, they would be more likely to be exposed
to any potential effects from HST. In addition, elementary/middle
school children are more likely than older students to be distracted
by elements in the external environment. Site specific
noise/vibration, construction, and train operational impacts on
sensitive receptors such as schools, will be part of subsequent
project-level environmental documents.

LO03-113
Procedures for maintaining the HST's infrastructure and surrounding

right-of-way would be addressed in the project-level EIR/EIS studies.

See responses to comments 0022-7 and 0023-17.
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LOO3-114

Section 3.18 of the 2008 Final Program EIR describes the
construction methods and related types of impacts considered for
assessing and qualifying the potential environmental impacts from
construction activities. Some construction impacts (such as noise,
traffic disruption and dust) would be universal in nature, whereas
some others may be site-specific.

Additional study of potential site-specific impacts will be carried out
as part of the project-level environmental process. The Authority
will evaluate alignment and design options and will assess how these
alignment options can be constructed in order to avoid and minimize
impacts to community features such as schools, trees, parks,
residences, etc. The Authority, along with the cities and
communities, will assess the potential impacts on features such as h
schools along the alignments being evaluated and will identify
appropriate mitigation measures as part of the project level
environmental process.

LO03-115
Comment acknowledged.

LO03-116

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. The noise analysis in the
2008 Final Program EIR was not one of those topics. Please see
Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed
information and analysis of noise and vibration impacts on sensitive
receptors and mitigation measures will be part of a project-level
EIR/EIS because the determination of impact is a product of more
detailed HST system design and engineering, and requires additional
study at the project level. See also Standard Response 3.

The noise and vibration analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR
identified potential noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors
or receivers, such as residences areas, schools, hospitals, and
parklands. Chapter 3.4 also discusses the potential benefits of
adding grade separations for existing railroads. Because this is a
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program-level environmental document, the analysis of potential
noise and vibration impacts broadly compares the relative
differences in potential impacts between the alternatives and HST
alignment options. General mitigation strategies are also discussed.
See also Standard Response 5.

LO03-117
See the Response to Comment LO03-116.

LO03-118

More detailed information and analysis of noise and vibration
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.
The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. Mitigation
for noise and vibration impacts are presented in Chapter 3.4 of the
2008 Final Program EIR in Section 3.4.5, Mitigation Strategies and
CEQA Significance Conclusions, and will be further reviewed and
evaluated in project-level environmental documents for selected
alignments, stations, and other system facilities when more detailed
information will be available regarding system engineering and
design and alignment locations. Also see Chapter 3.12, Cultural
Resources and Paleontological Resources. Refer to Standard
Response 3 and Response to Comment LO03-79.

LO03-119

Please see Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. As stated in
Section 3.4.5, based on the analysis and considering the design
practices, each of the HST Alignment Alternatives would have
significant noise and vibration impacts. The HST Alignment
Alternatives would create significant long-term noise and vibration
impacts from introduction of a new transportation system. At the
same time, the HST Alignment Alternatives would create some long-
term noise reduction benefits because noise sources would be
eliminated with grade separation of existing grade crossings. It is
possible that at the future project-level of analysis, refined data and
information would confirm that some sections of the alignment
alternatives would result in less-than-significant noise and vibration
impacts; however, for purposes of the programmatic analysis, the
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long-term noise and vibration impacts are considered significant for
all sections. In addition, the HST Alignment Alternatives would
involve significant short-term noise and vibration impacts from
construction. See Response to Comment L003-18.

LO03-120
See the Response to Comment LO03-116.

L003-121
See the Response to Comment LO03-118.

LO03-122

See the Response to Comment LO03-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project,
including proposed grade separations and noise and vibration from
the grade-separated roadways.

L003-123
See the Response to Comment LO03-116.

LO03-124

See the Response to Comment L0O03-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project,
including track maintenance.

LO03-125

See the Response to Comment LO03-116. The Authority Board
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and
at-grade. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008
program decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is
being carried forward in the project level analyses.

LO03-126

See the Response to Comment LO03-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address the influence of climatic
conditions.

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-79



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

LO03-127

See Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. Although the
proposed HST service in the San Francisco to San Jose (Caltrain)
corridor would be going through densely populated communities, the
alignment alternatives in this corridor were rated as having a
medium level of potential noise impacts because the HST would be
traveling at reduced speeds and the communities would benefit from
grade separation improvements for existing services and
electrification of the railroad. Where there are tunnels or the
alignment would be passing through sparsely populated areas, the
alignment was rated as having a low level of potential noise impact.
The remaining alignment alternatives are rated medium because of
the higher population density in proximity to the alignment and the
existing parkland and two schools. Vibration impacts along the
Transbay Transit Center to 4th/Townsend segment are low. The
other alignment alternatives have the potential for medium to high
vibration impacts because of the proximity of residential structures
to the alignment. Also see Standard Response 4.

LO03-128

The noise impacts analysis is not an area identified by the Superior
Court for further work to comply with CEQA and we note this is a
comment on the 2008 Final Program EIR, not the content of the
Revised Draft Program EIR. The comment correctly identifies that
the text in section 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR indicated
medium impacts for HST in the San Jose to Central Valley Corridor
and identified speeds in this area as high as 186 mph, not 22mph.
More detailed engineering and design of the HST system will
generally involve designing the HST tracks to allow for 220 mph
speeds where feasible. Actual speeds that an HST vehicle can travel
in a particular area, however, are dependent on alignment
constraints, train performance characteristics, acceleration and
deceleration capabilities, and passenger comfort criteria. Consistent
with the text of the 2008 Final Program EIR, it does not appear that
it will be necessary for the HST to travel more than 186 mph through
Gilroy and Morgan Hill to achieve the Authority's time goal of 2 hours
and40 minutes between Los Angeles and San Francisco. The
medium ranking for noise is based on a programmatic methodology,
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following the FRA Guidance Manual for Noise and Vibration, which
identifies numbers of sensitive receptors to potential noise effects of
the high-speed train. The FRA methodology does not assess noise
impacts at the program level with respect to sound differentials that
may be apparent at different speeds. Project-level noise analysis will
examine the effect of train speeds as they relate to sound
generation.

LO03-129

See the Response to Comment LO03-116. The design of noise
barriers appropriate for the proposed HST would depend on the
location and height of noise-sensitive buildings, as well as the
speeds of the trains. Noise barriers 8-10 ft tall could be installed
where speeds are relatively low (i.e., wheel/rail noise dominates).
Higher noise barriers of 12—-16 ft might be used to reduce noise to
taller buildings or where speeds are high in noise-sensitive areas. In
many locations, noise barriers could be installed on one side of the
track only because of the location and proximity of noise-sensitive
areas. Application of mitigation to the proposed HST system would
result in a considerable reduction of potential noise impacts. The
estimates obtained from the results of the representative typologies,
as discussed in Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, showed
noise barriers to be effective in reducing the potential noise impact
rating by one category, for example, from high to medium or from
medium to low. Consequently, HST Alignment Alternatives with high
rating would be adjusted down to, at most, a medium rating. Also
see Standard Response 5.

LO03-130

See the Response to Comment L0O03-129. Comment does not
specify height.

LO03-131

See the response to Comment L003-116. The project-level noise
analysis will address the noise levels with mitigation in place,
including noise from other sources.
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LO03-132

See the response to Comment L003-116. The project-level noise
analysis will address the impacts of multiple trains in one location.

LO03-133
See the response to Comment L0O03-116.

LO03-134

In the Town of Atherton final judgment, included as part of the
Revised Draft Program EIR, the Court did not find that the discussion
of vibration impacts was faulty, but instead held that the Authority's
CEQA finding of fact that the vibration impact could be mitigated to
a less than significant level contradicted the EIR and was not
supported by substantial evidence. As disclosed in Chapter 1, page
1-4, of the Revised Draft Program EIR, the Authority will address this
issue by correcting its CEQA finding when it considers a new decision
based on the Revised Final Program EIR.

LO03-135
See Standard Response 5.

LO03-136

Chapter 5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR addresses potential project
effects on regional jobs, employment and urbanization patterns. The
program-level analysis combined population and employment growth
projections with land consumption forecasts to provide a measure of
"land consumed per new job and resident" and to determine the
efficiency of each network alternative at accommodating projected
growth. A project-specific land use and socioeconomic analysis will
be performed including an analysis of project effects on the future
jobs/housing balance in the region.

LO03-137

The program level environmental process did not evaluate impacts to
existing infrastructure to this level of detail, nor was it required to.
The HST plan and profile adjacent to Alma Street in Palo Alto, shown
on Page 2-D-5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, identifies a vertical
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alignment varying from running at grade to a retained fill varying
from approximately 7 to 15 feet.

The conceptual design from the 2008 Final Program EIR would
probably involve removing trees and bushes lining the west side of
Alma. The value of this volume of overhanging flora in extending the
life of the pavement on the street is dubious. Their value in shading
the street horizontally from western light would likely be replaced by
a retaining wall, berm, soundwall or fencing, landscaped
appropriately. Their value in affecting rainfall hitting the street is a
delay, not an elimination of the rainfall, but the drainage of both the
reconfigured railway and adjoining street will be examined in the
project level environmental process. Different vertical alignments
and configurations also would be analyzed at the project level.

LO03-138

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public parks and recreation
was not one of those topics. The issues of noise, visual, dust, and
access are discussed in Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources
(Public Parks and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR at an
appropriate level for a program-level review. More detailed analyses
related to impacts on recreational resources during construction and
operation will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis
when more detailed design and location information will be available.
See also Standard Response 3.

LO03-139

See Response to Comment L003-138. The commenter does not
specify which parks or recreational facilities were not accurately
identified. More detailed analyses related to impacts on recreational
resources during construction and operation will be performed
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design
and location information will be available.
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LO03-140

See Response to Comment L003-138. Please see Chapter 3.16 in
the 2008 Final Program EIR (section 3.16.2), which identifies the
study area for the analysis of Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources (parks
and recreational resources) to be the area within 900 ft on either
side of the centerline of each alignment alternative and within a 900
ft radius of the stations for each alternative. The study area at the
program level was designed capture both direct and proximity (or
indirect) impacts such as noise and vibration (also see Chapter 3.4,
Noise and Vibration, in the 2008 Final Program EIR). More detailed
analyses and field work related to impacts on recreational resources
during construction and operation will be performed during the
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and
location information will be available.

LO03-141

As noted in Section 7.3.3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, “These
corridors connect different parts of the study region and are
fundamentally different and distinct in terms of land use, terrain, and
construction configuration (mix of at-grade, aerial structure, and
tunnel sections). The HST Alignment Alternatives and station
location options considered in each corridor of the study region are
discussed below. The analyses in Chapter 3 under Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation
Strategies compile and report information about the affected
environment and environmental consequences for each alignment
alternative and segment as outlined in the tables. The purpose of
this chapter is to summarize and compare the physical and
operational characteristics and potential environmental
consequences associated with the HST Network Alternatives and for
the various HST alignment alternatives within the six corridors.”

To enable a full comparison of the corridors, the tables in Section
7.3.3 were designed to consolidate the extensive information
contained in the project description (Chapter 2) and environmental
review Chapter 3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. As noted in this
comment, these tables are “complex and detailed” so as to fully
disclose the characteristics and environmental effects of the multiple
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network alternatives, alignments, and station location options
identified and evaluated in the 2008 Final Program EIR. The
methodologies used for the environmental evaluation are described
in each of the Chapter 3 sections and therefore were not repeated in
Chapter 7. The tables in 7.3.3 are summarized in the 2008 Final
Program EIR Summary, particularly Table S.8-1.

LO03-142

Comment noted. The traffic analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR
was conducted at an appropriate level. See Section 3.1 of the 2008
Final Program EIR and Chapter 2 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR for the traffic analysis at the program level. The data used was
the best available data at the time of the document. A detailed
project-level traffic-analysis study will be based on recent data (from
the same year.)

LO03-143

Permanent and temporary potential traffic impacts due to the project
will be evaluated at the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential changes in
traffic volumes on regional roadways that result from project
construction and effect of the changed traffic volumes on operations
of roadways and critical intersections will be evaluated. Parking
demand generated by project construction and effect of construction
on pedestrian and bicycle facilities and access, emergency access
and transit service will also be evaluated.

LO03-144

Nowhere else in the Program EIR alignments, or for that matter the
proposed statewide system, is the number of lanes proposed to be
reduced to accommodate an HST alignment. The LOS impacts of
this proposal were therefore evaluated for this unique situation.
Traffic impacts from the stations are proposed to be evaluated for all
stations in the Bay Area to Central Valley, and for that matter, the
statewide system, in the project-level environmental reviews.
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LO03-145

See Chapters 3.1 and 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, respectively. The analysis
conducted was appropriate at the program level. The transportation
plans and policies of local jurisdictions will be reviewed and included
in the project-level traffic analysis.

LO03-146

See Chapters 3.1 and 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, respectively. The analysis
conducted was appropriate at the program level. The program-level
EIR/EIS provided a general overview of construction impacts. More
detailed analysis of construction impacts of the proposed HST
project will be fully analyzed at the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential
changes in traffic volumes on regional roadways that result from
project construction and effect of the changed traffic volumes on
operations of roadways and critical intersections will be evaluated.
Once in service, CAHST is projected to attract some long-distance
trips from major roadways thereby leading to an overall
improvement in traffic conditions in the region.

LO03-147

A detailed analysis of traffic and potential parking impacts near HST
stations and feasible mitigation measures will be included in the
traffic impact analysis study at the project-level EIR/EIS. The
analysis of number of parking spaces required and the placement of
the parking facilities will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS.
This information will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation
and Parking Report. Potential parking impacts will be evaluated
based on the existing and future parking supply and the projected
parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the patronage
and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station, including
parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent neighborhoods.

LO03-148

Detailed analysis of traffic, circulation, parking, pedestrian and
bicycle facilities and transit services will be provided at the project-
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level EIR/EIS. Information about rental cars will also be provided at
this stage.

LO03-149
See Response to Comment LO03-148.

LO03-150
See Response to Comment LO03-148.

LO03-151

The comment has not accurately reflected the text of the Revised
Draft Program EIR related to the examination of effects on Monterey
Highway. Chapter 2 explains why Monterey Highway is currently
carrying less traffic than it was designed to support Chapter 2 refers
to the current level of service on this roadway as follows:

“Each of the US 101 projects diverted traffic off Monterey Highway,
so that in 2009, the highway carried much less traffic than it was
originally designed to support. The existing peak hour roadway
level of service (LOS) along Monterey Highway, between Southside
Drive in southern San Jose and Bailey Road near Morgan Hill, varies
mostly between A and C, showing uncongested conditions even
aduring peak hours in most locations. However, in a few locations,
the LOS degrades to D during peak hours, denoting delays and
some traffic backup.”

In addition, Chapter 2 does not claim that “the loss of two of the six
lanes will not significantly affect traffic in the area.” Rather, the text
identifies that with the loss of lanes, “traffic congestion is projected
to increase slightly in both directions, as shown in Table 2-4.” Table
2-4 provides information from the City of San Jose depicting
northbound and southbound segments and how they will change
with the lane reduction on Monterey Highway and identifies level of
service degradation associated with the loss of the two lanes. The
Revised Draft Program EIR then concludes:

“Pending more detailed evaluation at the project level, a potentially
significant traffic impact would occur where the northbound four-
lane Monterey Highway LOS degraded to LOS D or worse between
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Senter and Blossom Hill. The reduction of travel lanes on Monterey
Highway and the addition of HST would not be anticijpated to result
in a significant impact for the southbound segments based on a
preliminary evaluation by the City of San Jose Department of
Transportation.” (emphasis added)

The EIR thus recognized that at a program level, significant traffic
impacts may occur from the reduction of lanes on Monterey Highway
and incorporated several mitigation strategies to address the impact.
The strategies identified, including optimized signal timing,
synchronizing signals, selectively adding new turn lanes, and
increasing transit services, are consistent with traffic strategies being
undertaken by the City of San Jose. At the program level,
however, the EIR concluded that the impacts on Monterey Highway
must be considered significant, even with the implementation of
mitigation strategies. The text expressly identifies that at the
project-level of analysis, a “Transportation impact analysis will be
required to identify and evaluate specific project impacts on
traffic and identify mitigation measures.”

The comment questions how the EIR can conclude that there will be
a decrease in traffic demand with lane narrowing on certain
segments of Monterey Highway. Table 2.4 does show a decrease in
traffic volumes for several northbound and southbound segments
with the reduction of two lanes. The City of San Jose has confirmed
that the reduction in peak hour volumes identified in Table 2.4 is due
to anticipated diversion of traffic from the narrowed portion of
Monterey Highway onto other roadways in the vicinity. Lane
narrowing that reduces a roadway’s capacity to handle a particular
volume of traffic will result in drivers diverting to other streets (see
email from City of San Jose Department of Transportation to Dave
Mansen dated August 10, 2010 below).
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From: Salvano, Ray [mailto:Ray.Salvano@sanjoseca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2010 2:31 PM

To: Mansen, Dave

Cc: Ma, Paul; Pineda, Manuel; Tripousis, Ben

Subject: US 101

Mr. Mansen-

From the City’s model, traffic demand in the roadway system is expected to change in
response to the reduction from 6 to 4 travel lanes along Monterey Highway. The
reduced capacity will increase congestion on Monterey Highway and encourage
motorists to seek alternative paths for shorter travel times. As a result, the reduction of
roadway capacity and increased levels of congestion will lead to decreased traffic
volumes on Monterey Highway coupled with increased traffic volume diversions onto
parallel roadways, such as US 101.

As we have discussed with the Authority, the City's traffic model does not take into
account the mode shift to HST as identified in Table 3.1-2 of the Program EIR.
Therefore, to enable the Authority to consider both the traffic diversion values from the
City's model and the mode shift values identified by the Authority, we are supplying
diversion volume information from Monterey Highway to the US 101 segment. This is
the only segment where a direct comparison can be made between the City's traffic
model and the mode shift (also referred to as “diversion” by the Authority) identified by
HSR. Specifically, the lane reduction on Monterey Highway from 6 to 4 lanes will result
in an increase of approximately 191 vehicles during the peak hour (combined
northbound and southbound directions) on US 101 north of Tully Road, and an
increase of approximately 12 vehicles during the peak hour (combined northbound and
southbound directions) on US 101 just south of Blossom Hill Road.

Ray Salvano

Division Manager

City of San Jose

Dept of Transportation

200 East Santa Clara Street, Tower - 8th Floor
San Jose, CA 85113

The City of San Jose was consulted on this issue. The City has
clarified that the data in Table 2.4, which they contributed for the
Revised Draft Program EIR, considered peak hour volumes from the
lane narrowing on Monterey Highway without regard to the
anticipated mode shift from auto to High Speed Trains. This is the
case because the City’s traffic model does not currently have the
capability of forecasting its local roadway network in 2035 in
connection with the effects of the high-speed rail mode shift (see e-
mail from the City of San Jose to Dave Mansen dated July 30, 2010
below).
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From: Ma, Paul [Paul Ma@sanjoseca.qgov]
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2010 3:19 PM

To: Salvano, Ray, Mansen, Dave
Subject: Model Name and Mode Shift
Dave:

The official title of the model used for Monterey Highway analysis is “VTP2035 Travel Demand
Forecasting Model” by Valley Transportation Authority. (VTP stands for Valley Transportation Plan
for which the model is created)

The VTP2035 model is a traditional 4-step regicnal travel demand forecasting model. The four main
modules for the 4-step forecasting procedure are trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and
traffic assignment. The VTP2035 model has a robust mode choice module that is capable of
forecasting trips in auto mode (drive alone, shared ride 2 passengers, and shared ride 3+
passengers), local bus and expressway bus service by transit operator, light-rail by transit operator,
Caltrain, ACE, BART, Amtrak Capitol Corridor, and ferry service. The VTP 2035 model, like other
regional or subregional models, is not capable of forecasting ridership of or mode shift from other
modes to the high speed rail service. Because high speed rail or other mode is not included in the
model calibration when the medel was built.

In order to accomplish mode shift forecasting, the mode shift module of the 4-step model would need
to be retrofit and recalibrated to include the high speed rail mode. The computerized network
representation and socio-economic database coverage in the model would also need to be expanded
for the high speed rail. The model recalibration and coverage expansion are time consuming and
resource intensive tasks that are beyond the typical scope of roadway traffic analysis.

Accordingly, Table 2.4 depicts conditions on Monterey Highway
conservatively. The program-level traffic analysis in section 3.1 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR identified reductions in traffic volume on
major highway links in the 2008 Final Program EIR Bay Area to
Central Valley study area. However, the traffic model used in the
2008 Final Program EIR cannot reliably predict traffic diversion at the
local street level. *

The volume reduction on several northbound and southbound lanes
of Monterey Highway, and the potential for traffic diversion onto
other roadways, must be considered in light of the limitations of the
currently available models. For illustrative purposes only, it is
possible to compare the U.S. 101 segment given that this is the only
highway segment for which traffic diversion calculations using the
City of San Jose’s forecasting model can be compared to the High-
Speed Train mode shift identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR in
Table 3.1-2. As stated in the August 10 e-mail from the City
Department of Transportation (above), “the lane reduction on
Monterey Highway from 6 to 4 lanes will result in an increase of

! E-mail from Cambridge Systematics to Dave Mansen dated August 10, 2010

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

approximately 191 vehicles during the peak hour (combined
northbound and southbound directions) on US 101 north of Tully
Road, and an increase of approximately 12 vehicles during the peak
hour (combined northbound and southbound directions) on US 101
just south of Blossom Hill Road.” This yields a total of 203 vehicles,
if the lane reduction is modeled without the mode shift from
automobile to High-Speed Trains. This compares to the reduction of
4,948 trips on US 101 over a six hour peak period shown on Table
3.1-2, or an average of 824 trips per peak hour in both directions.
The Authority understands that the mode shift over this six hour
period will vary, but use of the average mode shift levels does
enable a comparison at the program level of the mode shift levels to
the traffic diversion calculation identified by the City of San Jose.
The Authority notes that overall, the ridership forecasts prepared for
the Program EIR/EIS project showed that about 6% of statewide
intercity auto travel will be diverted to HST (Bay Area/California
High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study; Ridership
and Revenue Forecasts, prepared for the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission, prepared by Cambridge Systematics,
August 2007, Table 2.2).

The information available suggests that the collective effect of the
mode shift to HST combined with the narrowing of two lanes on
Monterey Highway could affect the traffic congestion benefit of HST
on the roadways/highways in the area. Based on the limitations of
the current modeling tools, sufficient information, however, is not
available at the program level to determine the level of adverse
effects or benefits resulting from narrowing of Monterey Highway on
local highways and streets. A more detailed traffic analysis would be
necessary at the project level to more precisely identify the
magnitude of changes and whether they represent a reduction in
benefit or adverse effect, including consideration of the effectiveness
of the mitigation strategies incorporated for the narrowing of
Monterey Highway identified in this Revised Final Program EIR.

For purposes of the programmatic EIR analysis, the following
additional discussion is added to section 2.3 of the Revised Final
Program EIR to clarify the data in Table 2-4 and to address the issue
of traffic diversion onto other major roadways:
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“With the reduction of lanes on a portion of Monterey Highway and
with HST, traffic congestion is projected to increase slightly in both
directions, as shown in Table 2-4. The preliminary information
provided in this table is from the City of San Jose'’s long-range
planning process and represents preliminary evaluation of LOS in
the Monterey Highway corridor using the City’s traffic model. The
assumptions of this forecast consider a base scenario with
Monterey Road being six lanes from Umbarger to south of Blossom
Hill Road, and a project scenario with four lanes on Monterey
Highway for this section. The forecast does not incorporate the
mode shift to HST, and therefore represents a conservative
scenario.

Please note that the actual narrowing from six to four lanes is
assumed to begin closer to Southside Drive rather than Umbarger.
The narrowing would only occur for those portions of Monterey
Highway where the HST would be placed in the highway right-of-
way, and the HST would enter Monterey Highway from the Caltrain
Corridor somewhat south of Southside Drive rather than at
Umbarger. Note that Southside Drive is approximately 0.7 miles
south of Umbarger. The text in Section 2.3 of Chapter 2 of this
Program EIR has been revised to include this clarification.

Table 2-4
Traffic Conditions on Monterey Highway With and Without the Project During
Evening Peak Period (Year 2035)
Northbound Southbound
MONTEREY HIGHWAY 6 LANES — CV'I-’T*SZSS; 6 LANES — 3«/ 'I-:‘::fs;
SEGMENT BASE CASE PROJECT * BASE CASE PROJECT *
Peak Peak Peak Peak
From To Hr V/C LOS | Hr V/C LOS | Hr v/C LOS | Hr v/C LOS
Vol Vol Vol Vol
Southside Capitol 1,791 | 0.629 B 1,490 | 0.784 C 2,753 | 0.966 E 1,880 | 0.989 E
Capitol Senter 2,101 | 0.737 C 1,504 | 0.792 C 2,894 | 1.015 F 1,907 | 1.004 F
Senter Branham 2,114 (0742 | C |1,593 |0839| D |2,790 | 0.979 E 1,853 (0975 | E
Branham Chynoweth 2,330 (0818 | D | 1,746 | 0919 | E |2,727 | 0.957 E 1,835 0966 | E
Chynoweth | Blossom Hill | 2,574 | 0.903 | E | 1,947 [ 1.025| F | 2,637 | 0.925 E 1,885 (0992 | E
Blossom Hill | Bernal 1,807 | 0623 | B |2,004 |0691| B |3,25 | 1.121 F |3019]|1041| F
Bernal Metcalf 3,081 | 1.027 F 3,153 | 1.051 F 3,148 | 1.049 F 2,919 | 0.973 E
Metcalf Bailey 2,800 | 0933 | E 2869|0956 | E |[3,071[1.024 F |2846 0949 | E
Source: San Jose Department of Transportation 2010.
Peak Hr Vol = peak hour volume.
V/C = volume-to-capacity ratio.
*Does not account for trips that would be diverted from auto to high-speed rail

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

The information in Table 2-4 above indicates that the narrowing of
lanes on Monterey Highway, when viewed in isolation, would result
in a diversion of traffic onto other major and more local roadways in

the vicinity. The potential for traffic diversion will be examined in
detail in a project-level EIR if a network alternative that includes the

Monterey Highway narrowing is selected. This examination will
include consideration of mode shifts from auto trips to the High-
Speed Train, which is discussed in section 3.1 of the 2008 Final

Program EIR.

Under “Subsequent Analysis” the following additional information
about project-level traffic evaluation is added:

A traffic impacts study will be conducted at the project-level, which
will include a detailed evaluation of traffic, parking, pedestrian,
bicycle, transit, construction and cumulative transportation impacts
of the proposed HST project. This information will identify: (1)
Changes in traffic volumes on regional roadways that result from
HST construction and operations (2) Changes in traffic volumes on
local streets that result from passengers accessing/leaving HST
Stations, from project construction, and from other HST related
roadway changes, and the effect of these changed volumes on
roadway operations and critical intersections. (3) The analysis of
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the
parking facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station,
Including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent
neighborhoods. (4) potential impacts to transit including potential
for inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, potential for traffic
congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus service that serve
or run near stations or other transit operations. Potential impacts of
project construction on transit service will also be evaluated in
detail. (5) The project-level traffic impact analysis study will also
evaluate the effect of the project and project construction on
existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential
impacts on pedestrian and bicycle connections to and across HST
facilities will be analyzed. Detailed information and analysis of
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potential traffic impacts including impacts to pedestrian and bike
facilities and feasible mitigation measures will be included in

project-level EIR/EIS. (6) Cumulative potential traffic impacts due
to the proposed project. Detailed information and analysis of
impacts and feasible mitigation measures will be included in
project-level EIS/EIR.

The City of San Jose notes that, as part of the San Jose General Plan
Update “Envision 2040” and planned adoption of the program-level
environmental document for the General Plan, the degradation LOS
along these and other roadway segments is expected. The City’s
future goals are focused not on increasing or maintaining automobile
capacity, but on VMT reductions and increasing bicycle, pedestrian,
and transit mode shift. The City has developed draft General Plan
goals and policies that reflect this decrease in available automobile
capacity and support other modes of transportation. As highlighted
in Exhibit B of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR, the City’s
Envision 2040 Task Force has approved lane reductions for a number
of streets in San Jose, including Monterey Road.

LO03-152

The Authority does not agree with the comment that Caltrain service
reductions are likely if the HST project is implemented. If the
Caltrain corridor is selected for further analysis, rather than compete
with Caltrain, the HST system would complement the Caltrain service
and provide important improvements to its infrastructure such as full
grade separation, electrification and signaling.

Full grade separation would eliminate casual access to the railway
tracks by allowing the railway right of way to be completely fenced
off and secured. With grade crossings, there is an opening in the
fence at each street which crosses the railway, even if the remainder
of the right of way is fenced. With a completely secured right of
way, the incidence of trespassing resulting in death, intentional or
accidental, would decrease significantly. Accidents on the right of
way currently can result in long delays in Caltrain service, frustrating
riders.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Electrification of the Caltrain service in conjunction with the HST
project would allow higher average speed for all Caltrain trains due
to the higher acceleration of electric propulsion relative to diesel-
hauled passenger trains. Local service to all stations would be more
attractive due to the quicker trips provided by an electrified Caltrain.
Quicker travel times would prove attractive to potential passengers,
pointing to an increase in demand for Caltrain services. The PCJPB
has stated that with an electrified system, their current financial
crisis would be cut in half.

"Going forward the railroad must be electrified and modernized. The
(Caltrain) financial crisis is big and if electrification happens it
becomes half as big."

Electrification would decrease Caltrain's operating costs, allowing
either maintenance of existing levels of service with reduced
operating costs, or expansion of service without increased operation
costs. Predicting demand for Caltrain service or financial situation is
beyond the scope of the HST Program EIR.

A highly detailed discussion of the manner in which Caltrain and HST
might operate the proposed shared track alternative is also beyond
the scope of a program EIR, but would be part of project-level
environmental review if the Authority selects a network alternative
that includes the Caltrain Corridor.

Palo Alto, Mountain View and Redwood City are Caltrain's second,
third and sixth (respectively) busiest stations in both 2009 and 2010,
according to the Key Findings of the February 2010 Caltrain Annual
Passenger Counts. There is the potential for one of these three
stations to be a HST stop, if the Authority ultimately selects a
network alternative for further study that includes the Caltrain
corridor. These stations are served by all three of Caltrain's services,
local, express and Baby Bullet, providing service to all stations on the
Caltrain system. Caltrain will continue to generate large ridership
from stations not planned to be HST stations due to the established
patterns of home-work and other trips in the corridor. See Standard
Response 10.
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LO03-153

It is unclear to which document the comment refers. The 2008 Final
Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR do not describe
the need to remove lanes on Alma in Palo Alto in either a drawing or
text, as it was assumed that the HST would be accommodated
largely within the existing Caltrain right-of-way. Any subsequent
alignment alternative design options and details of their
implementation and impacts would be addressed in the project level
analysis.

LO03-154

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Potential public utility
impacts were not one of those topics. Potential impacts to public
utilities were appropriately analyzed at a program level and
documented in the Final Program EIR (see Section 3.10). See
Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3 regarding the purpose and scope of
the Revised Program Materials, the tiered planning process, and the
level of detail of the program processes. Project's demand on
regional energy supply, peak period electricity demand and
transportation energy demand will be evaluated in the project-level
EIR/EISs. In addition to the energy demand of the HST, the energy
impact analysis will consider the energy impacts in terms of fuel
usage resulting from other modes of transportation affected by the
project such as automobiles, planes and trains. Design standards
and information regarding energy supply and distribution for the HST
system will also be available at the project EIR/EIS level.

LO03-155

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Utilities was not one of those
topics. Please see Section 3.10 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.
Types and routes of electrical transmission lines to the HST depend
on detailed engineering to determine where the line would interface
with the existing power grid and where the feeder lines will connect

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

to the railway. This and other utility needs will be addressed at the
project level when sufficient design has been completed.

LO03-156

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public services and utilities
was not one of those topics. Please see Section 3.10 of the May
2008 Final Program EIR. Project-level analysis would address all
utilities and local issues once the network alternative alignment for
the Bay Area to Central Valley corridor is selected. Project-level
environmental documentation and subsequent planning documents
will identify precise utility locations and will analyze in more detail
conflicts between the HST system and utilities. All potential conflicts
will be reviewed during the more detailed project-level
environmental analysis and during final design. The Authority will
consult with the various utility providers during the detailed project-
level analysis to minimize potential conflicts including avoidance. If
avoidance is not feasible and adjustment of alignments has not
removed the potential conflict, relocation/reconstruction/restoration
of the utility would be considered, in close consultation and
coordination with the utility owner.

LO03-157

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Cumulative impacts was not
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.17,
discusses cumulative impacts and mitigation strategies at the
program level including the Caltrain, roadway, and development
projects along the HST alternatives. More detailed analyses related
to cumulative impacts will be performed during the project-level
EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed project information is available
for the selected HST alignment. The cumulative project list will be
updated as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.

LO03-158
See Response to Comment LO03-157.

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-88



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

LO03-159

The comment is not correct. Chapter 7 of the Revised Draft
Program EIR reiterates the conclusion from Chapter 8 of the May
2008 Final Program EIR, which identified the Pacheco Pass Network
Alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose as the
environmentally superior alternative. The basis for this conclusion is
discussed in Chapter 7.

LO03-160

The Authority does not understand or agree with the contention that
the EIR/EIS fails to analyze all alternatives at an equal level of
analysis. The areas that are purported to be unequal are not
detailed in the comment. Common methodologies were use to
evaluate all alignments, station location options, and network
alternatives. The results of this evaluation are reported in full in the
2008 Final Program EIR.

LO03-161

We disagree with the comment that the operational characteristics of
the Altamont Pass alternatives are inaccurately portrayed in a way
that underestimates the potential ridership of these alternatives or is
biased.

LO03-162

The issues associated with the reconstruction of the Dumbarton Rail
Bridge for use by the HST system are described in detail in response
0007-22 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and expanded on in
Responses 0012-11 and 0012-12 of this document. The comment
does not provide the basis for the contention that the 2008 Final
Program EIR statements regarding the Dumbarton Bridge
reconstruction are improper or inaccurate.

LO03-163

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Biological resources was not
one of those topics. Biological resources was not one of those topics.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

An unbiased discussion of the impacts to biological resources were
included in Chapter 3.15 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.

The HST alignments that cross the Bay along the Dumbarton
corridor would have a significant impact on the bay and its aquatic
resources, including wetlands and sensitive plant and wildlife species
in addition to the Refuge. Much of the area surrounding the bay is
already protected and there are challenges for developing substantial
mitigation strategies. The recommended preferred Pacheco Pass
network alternative identified by the Authority would not require a
bay crossing, would not affect the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay
National Wildlife Refuge, and would result in fewer impacts on
wetlands and aquatic resources than the Altamont Pass network
alternatives. The Pacheco Pass network alternative, although it
would pass through the area identified as the Grasslands Ecological
Area (GEA) would have less impact better opportunities for
mitigation than would crossing the Bay and the Refuge. The
magnitude of impacts on biological resources of the Bay crossing
would be greater than the impacts along the Pacheco alignment. In
the area along Henry Miller Road and through the Diablo Range, the
Authority would work with stakeholders in developing mitigation that
would benefit the GEA and surrounding area. In addition,
engineering design refinements would be undertaken to avoid
and/or minimize environmental impacts. This includes evaluating
design alternatives to the north and south of the Henry Miller
alignment (between the Central Valley and the Pacheco Pass) as part
of the project-level EIR/EIS.

See also Response to Comment L003-162.

LO03-164
See Response to Comment LO03-163.

LO0O3-165

Without knowing which specific environmental topics this comment
refers to, it is difficult to comment on the "over emphasis" of
particular impacts. The environmental methodologies used to assess
the different network alternatives were applied consistently
throughout the study area.
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The 2008 Final Program examined a total of 21 network alternatives
that fall into three groups for linking the Bay Area to the Central
Valley: Altamont Pass (11 network alternatives); Pacheco Pass (6
network alternatives) and Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local
service) (4 network alternatives). It found that the Pacheco Pass
alternative minimizes impacts on wetlands, waterbodies, and the
environment and it best serves the connection between the Northern
and Southern California. The Pacheco Pass enables San Francisco,
SFO, and the San Francisco Peninsula to be directly served without a
crossing of the San Francisco Bay. Altamont Pass alternatives
requiring a San Francisco Bay crossing would have the greatest
potential impacts on the San Francisco Bay and have high capital
costs and constructability issues. The Dumbarton Crossing would
also have the greatest potential impacts on wetlands and the Don
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge.

LOO3-166

It is not clear if this comment is referring to the Peninsula Corridor
from San Jose station to Lick or the UPRR right-of-way from Lick to
Gilroy. The 2008 Final Program EIR based its evaluation of the each
environmental subject areas on existing land uses adjoining both of
these corridors. Uniform methodologies were used to evaluate each
of the alignments, station location options, and network alternatives
in the Program EIR, so the Authority disagrees with the contention
that information was not disclosed for this alignment or, for that
matter, other alignments.

LO03-167

See response to comment LO03-25. A reference to express trip
times means no need to change trains between the cities noted.

See discussion in Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR of a route
from San Jose to Oakland via Altamont alternatives. More detailed
budget costs for Altamont alternatives are beyond the scope of this
program EIR and more detailed station designs for San Jose will
properly be considered in future project EIR/EIS analyses.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LOO3-168

Appendix B of the April 2010 Materials contains a letter from the City
of San Jose to the Authority stating its intent to pursue
relinquishment to the City of portions of State Highway 82 currently
under the jurisdiction of Caltrans, including that portion of Monterey
Highway proposed for the HST alignment. Attached to that City
letter is a letter date June 17, 2009 from the City to Caltrans
pursuing relinquishment. Caltrans forwarded a letter to the City of
San Jose on October 26, 2009 stating:

“The Department is interested in relinquishing the above
referenced segments of State routes which serve local travel
demand. Furthermore, the Department will support the City
request for relinquishment from the California Transportation
Commission (CTC) as being in the best interest of the public,
provided that there is signed legisiation that grants the department
the authority to relinquish the above referenced segments of the
State Routes.”

A copy of this letter is shown below.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-—SIUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION ANT)HOUSING AGENTY ARNO I SCHW ARFENFGGER, Govemot

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

111 GRAND AVENUE
P. 0. BOX 23360

OAKLAND, CA 94612

PHONE (510) 286-5900 Flex your pawer!
FAX (510) 266-5903 Be energy efficient!

TTY (8040) 735-2929

October 26, 2009

Mr. Hans Larsen

Acting Director of Transportation
City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Mr. Helmer:

Thank you for your recent letter and for the subsequent meeting between the City of San Jose
(City) and Califonia Department of Transportation (Department) on September 29, 2009,
regarding the relinquishment of the following segments of State routes within the City of San
Jose:

» State Route 82 from I-880 to [-280 (3 miles)
o State Route 82 from [-280 to US 101 (7 miles)
« State Route 130 from US101 to I-680 or City Limit (1.5 miles)

The Department is interested in relinquishing the above referenced segments of State routes
which serve local travel demand. Furthermore, the Department will support the City request for
relinquishment from the California Transportation Commission (CTC) as being in the best
interest of the public, provided that there is signed legislation that grants the Department the
authority to relinquish the above referenced segments of the State Routes.

The suggestion that the Department commit to relinquishment in the near term with funding for
improvements in the future is against the Department policy as the Department cannot commit
dollars that are not programmed in the State Highway Operations Protections Program
(SHOFPP). In addition, the request that “design authority” be given to the City to facilitate
planned projects along these route segments prior to the pletion of the relinquist is
against the Department policy.

As discussed and agreed 1o at the September 29 ing, any Dey actions related to the
City's requests for the Department’s financial participation for the * cost to relinguish” if any
and to the delegated “design authority” will be deferred until final decisions are made regarding
the following items:

1- The Department to perform transportation system analysis and provide the City with the
determination on the proposed relinquishment.

2- City of San Jose to provide scope and schedule of the proposed improvements within the
limits of the three proposed route segments proposed for relinguishment.

3- In light of the State shortfall in the resource for Project Initiation Documents (PID), the City,
in coordination with Santa Clare Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and the

Caftrans improves mobility across Caliioria ™

Mr. James Helmer
October 14, 2009
Page 2

Department, will set a regional priority list of PID projects.

4- City to seek legislator to sponsor relinguish legislation.

5- Based on the outcome of the above referenced items, 4 Project Scope Summary Repont
(PSSR) will be prepared by the Department. The preparation of the PSSR will be based on
the VTA’s approved PID priority list as a scoping document to determine terms and

ditions of the relinquist

6-Funding for the terms and conditions of the relinguishment is subject to resources available
to the Department.

7-CTC approval is acquired.

If you would like to discuss this further, please contact me or Nick Saleh, Regional Project
Manager at (510) 286-6355, or Lee Taubeneck, Deputy Director for Planning, at
(510) 286-5908.

Sim

I
BIAN TPl
Distrigt Djfector

¢: John Ristow, VTA
Bill Ekern, City of San Jose
Ray Salvano, City of San Jose

“Calirans improves mobifigy scroas Caltfornis”

ALIFORNIA
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LO03-169

Comment acknowledged. See Response to UPRR Comment letter
0002.

LO03-170
See Response to Comment LO03-7.

LO03-171
See Standard Response 10.

LO03-172

This is not a topic area identified by the Superior Court for additional
work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case. The judgment in
the Town of Atherton case did not find fault with the ridership
forecasts or the project definition between San Francisco and San
Jose. See Standard Response 4. The Final Program EIR includes
both Pacheco Pass and Altamont Pass HST Alternatives that include
direct HST service to both the East Bay and Peninsula.

LO03-173

Comment acknowledged. We note that the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR Material identified that land use impacts of the HST
alignments were considered significant under CEQA, including for the
San Francisco to San Jose Corridor. This conclusion remains
consistent in the 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-92



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO0O4 (Kevin Selly, Palo Alto Unified School District, April 26, 2010)

84/26/2818 17:25 B5B83273588 PAUSD FACILITIES PAGE  BA1/B8 94/26/2018 17:25 6583273588 . PAUSD FACILITIES PAGE 02/08

LO04

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL m% ﬂgg Pglo Alto

Unified School Districy
To: Robert Doty
Company: California High-Speed Rail Authority . Apri 23, 2010
Fax: (916) 322-0827.
T _ Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director
From: Kevin Skelly, Ph. D : California High Speed Raif Authority
925 L Street, Sulte 1425
Dates 4/26/10 Sacramento, CA 95814
Reording: | S Francisco 1o San Jose Section Preliminary Alternatives Analysis RE: Palo Alto Unified School District Comments for the California High Speed Rail Authority's Bay to
egarding: Report C: Central Valley High Speed Train Revised Draft Program Enviranmental Impact Report Materials
CcC: :
. Dear Mr. Leavitt,
TTEM: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California High Speed Rail Authority's (Authority) March
- . 2010 Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Draft Program EIR Materials, The Galifornia
X Attached [TJ Under Separate Cover via, HST would be located along 38 miles of the Caltrain right-of-way through Palo Alto along the Caltrain
- o fracks, adjacent fo the Palo Alto High School campus, and would have a long-lasting and far-reaching
Copies: Date: Description: impact on campus.
1 '4/23/10 Comment Letter from PAUSD
Palo Alto High School
Palo Alto High School is located at 50 Embarcadero Road at Ei Camine Real. The school site is bounded 10041
by El Camino Real on the west, Embarcadero Road on'the north, Churchill Avenue on the south, and
Caltrain tracks and right-of-way on the east, Total 2008-09 school year enroliment is 1756 students.
i Student enrollment on the campus is projected to increase fo approximately 2,300 students by the year
TRANSMITTED: o 2017. Approximately 180 full-time staff and employees occupy the campus.
. . : d Cor t Two classroom buildings (Social Studies and World Languages) and a series of portable classrooms are
[ For your info L] Review and Commen (ocated between 60 and 150 feet from the Caltrain right-ofway at the northeastern end of the campus.
. . These buildings are buffered by paved areas used for vehicle parking, landscaping, and the paved bike
[ For your use [ Revise and Resubmit ) peth. The school distrct maintenance buiidings and the high school footbal field are directly adjacent to the
- paved bike path in the southeastern portion of the site. A fence separates the school property from the bike
As requested [ Other path, and another fence separates the bike path from the Caltrain tracks. The right-of-way required for the
HST alignment would require approximately three quarters of the campus to be affected. This would include
. . all entrances and exits of the campus by automobile, pedestrian, and bicycle travel. A maintenance building
CMARKS: P _5 g > will be directly affected and may required refocation. In addition, the visitors® bleachers, subsequently the
RE <6 Y \O,( 5 \ stadium field, may require relocation.. The Palo Alto High School Master Plan locates a new permanent two-
story general classroom building on the aortheast end of .campus approximately 100 feet from the Caltrain
right-ofway. Also included in the Master Plan is a new.Media Aris complex, Career Tech Center, and 800-
seat Theater-all within'a few-hundred feet of the Caltrain tight:of-way.
The Palo Alto Unified School District (PAUSD) has thoroughly reviewed the Revised Draft Program EiR and | L004-2
has the following comments:

25 Chuehill Avenve, Building ‘T’ & Palo Alto, CA 94306 ¢ Phone 650.320.3935 ¢ Fax 650.327.3585 « www.psusd.org

25 Churchill Avenue, Building ‘D » Palo Alto, CA 94306 # Phone 650.329.3935 = Fax 6503273588 » www.pausd.org STRONG SCHOOLS BOND

MEASURE A - STRONG SCHOOLS BOND
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LOO4 - Continued

17:25 65032735688

PAUSD FACILITIES PAGE

o Alto

Unihed School Districe

A. GENERAL COMMENTS AND PROCESS

A2 SIGNIFICANT NEW [INFORMATION

Cummem A.2-1. Significant new information exists, under many environmental parameters that makes the
earlier Program EIR/EIS invalid and requires & recirculation of the Program EIR/EIS, as wel| as recirculation
of the Revised Program EIR.

Comment A.2-3. New information on project impacts and alteratives is being discovered during the project-
level environmental review for the San Francisco to San Jose segment. This new information may indicate
new or increased impacts, and new Teaslble alternatives or mitigation measures. The new information needs
to be presented and analyzed in a revised and recirculated snvironmental docurment.

Comment A.2-6. The need to avaluate impacts from Union Pacific Railroad's (UPRR}

recent refusal to share its ROW opens up the possibility of considering new alternative

alignments for not only the Pacheco Pass alignments but also the Altamont Pass alignments. This could
affect other school properties depending on any new alignments selected.

A3 LIMITING SCOPE OF COMMENTS TO THE REVISED DRAFT PROGRAM EIR INAPPROPRIATELY LIMITS THE
ANALYSIS

Commgm A3-1. Limiting the scope of comments fo the Revised Materials is inappropriate if the original
analysis was flawed. Therefore, we feel it is imperative that the Authority consider comments on not only
the Revised Materials but also on the Final EIR/EIS.

B. INADEQUATE PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BUSINESS PLAN
B.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Cornment B, 1-1. The project description is essentially limited to the alignment of the track corridors and
possible stations, but does not mention the additional support facilities, other than the maintenance facility,
that would be needed. These additional support facifities would include layover facilities, tumouts, bridges
and tunnels; advanced signaling .and communication systems, electrification facilities, station -automobile
parking-structures, -and the public cpen spaces needed to support the pedestrian traffic generated by the
hub stations. In addition, construction staging areas are not cleatly specified. The Revised Program EIR is
inadequate because they are not identified or analyzed in the document. If the potential environmental
impacts. of these supporting facilities.are not going to be addressed in the Program EIR, they should be
identified; the typical effects explained, and should be addressed in detail in the forthcoming project-level
engineering and-environmental reviews.

Comment B.1-2. Grade separations are not identified in the document, The document shotild indicate
which crossings are expected.to be separated, and define whether each intersection is to'be separated by
underpasses or overpasses (presumably the: vehicular and pedestrian traffic and- not the HST). Grade
separations cause substantially more construction, surface disturbance, noise, air quality, aesthetics, end

03/08

L004-2
cont.

L.004-3

L004-4

L004-5

L004-6

L004-7

17:25 6583273588 PAUSD FACILITIES PAGE

Unified Schoo! Districe

fransportation conflicts. An elevated railway would be 2 significant change from the existing landscape, and
could have significant impacts on neighboring ot jties. Project cc could have si
impacts, such es distuption of existing rail sérvice and disruption of local schools operations; these i
are not addressed in the EIR. These impacts must be analyzed for the CEQA document to be adequate.

Comment B.1-3, The document fails to adequately- describe the location of the project, including the
proposed right-of-way, station locations, and other infrastructure locations, in relation to Palo Alto High
School and other PAUSD properties. The carresponding impacts are not analyzed and no mitigation is
proposed. .

Comment B.1-4. The document fails to adequately. indicate the extent to which the project would requite
acquisition of schaot district properties through eminent-domain. This issue applies to both use of existing
corridors where such corridors need to be widened, and the possible requirement- for identifying a new
coridor should UPRR block the shared use of its ROW. The document also does not identify whether
eminent domain would Include the taking of all or only a portion of any of the properties along the alignment.

Comment B.I-5. The document fails to address the maintenance of the HST line, and does not answer the
questions af how often and when maintenance acfivities wouid eceur, and what additional infrastructure, and
where, would need to be construcied (rail spurs, repair sheliers) to allow the maintenance activities.

Commient £.1-8. The document does not address how the land beneath an aeriaf viaduct would be used
and maintained. What would be thie use of the land beneath the viaduct parking, landscaping? Would the
area be open or fenced off? Who would be responsible for maintaining this area to remove weeds, clean up
trash, remove graffit, etc.? Who would pay far this maintenance?

C. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
C.1 GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment C.I-1. The Revised Program EIR identifies a Peninsula alignment and station locations, but fails
1o fully identify; analyze, and ‘mitigate all Peninsula-related environmental impacts from that specific
alignment and-those speciic station locations. A Program-level EIR that identifies-specific project elements
or projest locations s required to provide a full-analysis of the Impacts associated with.these elements and
focations.

Comment C.1-2. Thé document fails to disclose or adequately analyze the project’s potential fand use and
transportation impacts assoclated with the use of the shared Caltrain/UPRR ROW between San Francisco
and San Jose.- Perhaps more importantly, the document fails-to discuss the potential necessity of locating
the project-alignment away from either-segment of this ROW. The-potential need for a new project alignment
in these areas necessitates a revised analysis of project impacts:

Comment-C.1-3, The impact discussion focuses on a carridor 50 feet to either side of the existing corridor
or 50 feet fo either side of the centerling of the new HST alignments. The analysis should focus on a wider
corridor for impacts. Some impacts, such as-noise, can have a significant effect several hundred or even
several thousand feet away' from the project corridor: The impact discussion should be revised o use

B4/88

1004-7
cont.

1.004-8

L004-9

L004-10

1.004-11

1L.004-12

L004-13

L004-14

3
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L004-14
appropriately sized impact corridors-as appropriate for each specific impact, with no corridor narrower than cont, The potential injuries or harm fo sfudents and school personnel or damage to properties adjacent (o fail 1.004-23
500 feet to either side of the proposed HST corridor. fines esulting from train derailments is not addressed. The document does Fot consider establishing hazard | - cont
i . i buffer zones to address derailment impacts
Comment C.1-4. The impact analysis fails to address and incorporate the significance criteria established 1,004-15
by each locat jurisdiction or special district (i.e., school districts) affected by the project, and uses flawed Comment €.6-2. The document fails to discuss the potential for pedestrians to cross into the rail right-of- L004-24
assumptions in determining impact significance. way, and measures (fencing, other barriers) that would elintinate potential confliofs.
Comment C.1-5. The analysis in the Revised Draft EIR glosses over local impacts and does not provide [ 1L.004-16 Comment C.6-3. The document fails to address hazards from construction, including from equipment and
the detailed analysis required by CEQA. machinery, traffic to and from the site, and construction vibrations. Impacts should be assessed on the LO04-25
adjacent high school, as well as potential damage to surrounding streets.
C.2 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL IMPACTS
. . L.004-17 C.7 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Comment C.2-1, The document falls to address how.the absence or removal of screening trees along the
east side of Palo Alto High School would affect the impact significance of elevated structures, sound walls, Comment C.7-1. As stated in Comment C.6-1, above, the EIR/EIS does not explain how drainage will be
substations, and new uility poles and wires. : affected if structural berms are constructed and/or extended along alignments located adjacent to Palo Alto L.004-26
High School, Erosion and runoff onto school property Is a critical lssue that needs to be addressed.
G.3 AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GASES
C.8 LAND USE AND PLANNING
Comment C.3-1.  The document fails to fully disclose or adequately analyze the project's potential air 1.004-18
quality impacts, including the impacts to sensitive receptors such as schools, the production of greenhouse Comment C.8-1. The Revised Prograrn EIR fails to address the displacement existing uses adjacent to the 1.004-27
gases (GHG) and contribution to global climate change. existing ROW, such as buildings at the PAUSD's corporation yard.
Comment C.3-2. The analysis focuses on emissions associated with operations. It does not consider | 1,004-19 Comment C.8-2. The EIR/EIS does not clearly identify the area of influence along the HST corridor. This 100428
construction impacts and their contribution to GHG enilssions, or those impagts on the adjacent school site. is more than merely the project footprint, as it could affect future development on areas near the coridor, -
including development and improvements to Palo Alto High School, in accordance with its Master Plan.
Comment C.3-3. Construction activities will cause major traffic disruptions, resulting in indirect air quality 1.004-20
and GHG emissions from idling vehicles. These potential emissions and their affect on nearby schools were | Comment C.8-3. The document fails to adequately address land use impacts resuiting from the division of
not analyzed in the document. existing communities, either through the expansion and potential widening of the existing Caltrain/UPRR L004-29
ROW and the elevation of structures within this ROW, or through the relocation of the proposed HST
C.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURGES comidor away from the Calirain/ UPRR ROW. Either of these fwo scenarios could result in the division of an
existing community.
Gomment C.4-1. The document falls to address impacts to trimming of removal of mature or heritage trees L004-21
along project alignment, including-effects to the trees along the east-side of the high school. These include i Comment -C.84. The environmental - document falls to address project impacts due to potential
oak, redwood, and pine. Mitigation should include compliance with the City's tree protection ordinance (City incompatibility with local land use plans and policies, including existing or planned uses, zoning and general L.004-30
of Palo Alto Tree Technical Manual, Tree Value Replacement Standard). plan designations and-regulations,-and existing or proposed development plans. Local plans and policies
need to be taken into consideration in the land use impact-analysis, and in determining the thresholds of
C.5 GEOLOGY AND SEISMIGITY significance for all environmental impact criteria.
Comment C.5-1. The EIR/EIS does not explain how drainage-will be affected if structural beams are | 1,004.22 Comment C.8:5. The Final Program EIR states on page 2-3 that the HST has a "high" compatibiity with | 1 54 37
consiructed andfor extended along alignments located adjacent to Palo Alto High School. Erosion onto high schools and a "medium® compatibility with elementary. schools. The document fails to justify why high
school property s a critical issue schools are more compatible with a HST system than elementary schools.
€.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS C.9 NOISE AND VIBRATION
Comment C.6-1. The document fails 1o address the public health and safety impacts due to possible | 1.004-23 Comment C.9-1. The document falls fo adequately address the impact signiicance of noise and vibration L004-32
deraiiments on the Union Pacific, Caltrain, o HST lines and subseguent collisions with high speed trains, during both construction and operation, and fails to adequately mitigate these impacts.
4 5
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Comment €.8-2. The document states that noise impaots along San Francisco to San Jose corridor ars Comment C.10-3. The document does ot address impacts to pedestrian and bicycle.paths that parallel ‘ L.004-42
rated low for those alignment altematives that are either in & tunnel or passing through sparsely populated andior intersect the proposed alignment.
areas. The remaining alignment altematives are rated medium because of the higher population density in . .
proximity to the alignment and the existing parkland and two schools.  Vibration impacts along alignment | 0, 23 Comment C._10-4, In the routes fo school section of the EIR/EIS, the bicycle counts do not sesm accurate. ‘ L.004-43
alternatives have the potential for medium to high vibration impacts because of the proximity of residential 2 Please explain how the counts were determined.
and institutional structures to the alignment, However, although the EIR/EIS explains that HST typically ) N
generates lower nolse and vibration levels than do conventional train traffic, the EIR/EIS does not fully Comment C.10-5. In the event there are atgrade crossings for any of the transit modes (auto, bicycie and
address the affect of noise and vibration on the school and what the mitigation would be stich as restrictions pedestrian), the EIR/EIS should address taffic impacts from trains during peak vehicie usage (ie., during | 1.004-44
on use of homs In specific areas. morning school arrivals and afternoon departures).- The impacts at these at-grade crossings should be
. carefully sfudied, giving particular attention to the effects such traffic diversion might have on the safety,
Camment C.9-3: The proposed HST right of way would be within 50 feet of the District's corporation yard convenience, and comfort of designated school commute routes for PAUSD students.
buildings, and within 60 to 100 feet of séveral school buildings at the high school. The EIR/EIS needs tobe [ L004-34 . . )
more specific in the evaluation of the impacts o thése uses from train noiss, vibration, and wind. Comment C.10-6. [f a Palo Alto station stop is selected, the document needs to analyze what routes | 1L.004-45
! ! passengers will take to reach the station and what affect these routes will have on the local Wraffic patiems
Comment C.9-4. Available research shows that noise distraction when learning or concentrating occurs at | 1 50435 and parking.
40 dBA. Thisls a critical Issue for schools located along the rail corridor. The EIR/EIS did not evaluate this, .
Comment C.9-5. Grade separation would introduce inclines. The document does not address how such | 1 50436 C.11 CONSTRUCTION METHODS ANO IMPACTS
inclines would affect noise and vibration impacts of HST, Caltrain, and freight frain operations, particularly ! ,
when climblng up an Incline. Comment C.11-1. The EIR/EIS does not specify where construction staging areas will oceur, fet alone | 1004-46
evaluate any impacts associated with them. The document needs to show where these areas will be and if
Comment C.9-6. The document falls to address how wind and weather patterns would affect noise | L004-37 construction fencing and effects will be lacated near Palo Alto High School.
impacts
Comment C.8-7. The document fails to quantify the potential noise reduction provided by sound walls, The F_’AUSD appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments for the Revised Draft Program EIR
particularly given the presence of schoo facilies and the possibility of an elevated railway. Without anidea [ | ) o Materials for the CAHSRA Bay Area to Central Valley HST. The District looks forward to working with | 1.004-47
of how much sound aftenuation and reduction can be achieved through the use of sound walls along an - Authority staff on an ongoing basis to review alternatives, impacts and miligation measures for this
elevated railway, there is no way to conclude that such walls have the potential to reduce nuise impacts to a important project. For more (nformation on the above, please contact Robert Golton at (650) 328-3801.
less than significant level.
Comment C.9-8. The document does not address the combined noise and vibration impacts of two or more Sincerely,
trains passing by a location:at the same time. Identify the noise and vibration impacts of multiple, 1004-39 @«/
simuitansous trains that could eccur more than once a day and adjacent to a school facility {i.e., sensitive
receptor).
eceplor) Kevin Skelly, PhD.
Superintendent
C.10 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION
Comment C.10-1. The document does not identify. impacts to streets during construction, including | 1.004-40
identification of defours and road-closures. These construction impacts could significantly affect fraffic
patterns and traffic flow around Palo Alto High School for extended periods of time.
Comment C.10-2. The document does not address increased traffic and parking impacts in the vicinity of 1.004-41
proposed stations. .
—_— 7
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO04 (Kevin Skelly, Palo Alto Unified School District, April 26, 2010)

LO04-1
See Standard Response 7.

LO04-2

We disagree that recirculation of the entire prior Program EIR/EIS is
required based on this general comment that significant new
information exists "under many environmental parameters” that
makes the earlier Program EIR invalid and requires recirculation of
that document. More detailed responses will be provided where the
commenter offers a more detailed rationale for why it contends
further recirculation is necessary.

LO04-3
See Response to Comment LO03-5. See also Standard Response 1.

LO0O4-4

See Response to Comment L003-41, responses to letter 0002
received from the UPRR, and Standard Response 9.

LO04-5

The Authority disagrees that limiting the scope of comments to the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material is inappropriate. The Authority
requested that members of the public focus their comments on the
new information and analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR
Material and stated that the Authority’s legal obligation extended to
responding only to those comments related to the new materials.
The Authority's request is based on CEQA Guidelines section
15088.5, applicable to situations like the current one where a lead
agency must revise and recirculate only a portion of a prior Final
EIR. The current EIR process is specifically intended to comply with
the judgment from the Town of Atherton litigation and that
judgment found that only those issues in the revised materials
required further CEQA compliance.

LOO4-6

The plan profiles and cross sections in appendices 2-D and 2-E of
the 2008 Final Program EIR show the where the conceptual
alignments were proposed to be at grade, elevated, or in tunnel.
Proposed parking structure locations are identified in Appendix 2-F.
The other support facilities (including layover facilities, turnouts,
signaling, and communication systems along with construction
staging areas and plans will be identified and evaluated as part of
the project-level work. Overall, these topics were not deemed
critical to the decision at hand regarding the selection of a preferred
alternative.

LO0O4-7

See response to comment L003-108. The HST plan and profile
adjacent to Palo Alto High School, shown on Page 2-E-3 of the 2008
Program EIR, identifies a vertical alignment on a retained fill of
approximately 15 feet. This would allow the train to pass over
Churchill Avenue so that access from adjacent streets and property
would not be affected by a large change in the street's existing
grade. Different vertical alignments and configurations can be
analyzed at the Project level which could result in a different
configuration for the grade crossings. Impacts and mitigations for
proposed alignments would be addressed in Project-level EIR/EIS
studies.

LO0O4-8

The Authority disagrees. Please see response to comment L004-1.
Project level design could result in different configurations for the
HST. Impacts and mitigations for alternative alignments being

considered will be addressed in the Project-level EIR/EIS studies.

L0O04-9
See Standard Response 7.
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LO04-10
See Response to Comment LO03-20.

LO0O4-11
See Response to Comment LO03-23.

LO04-12

The 2008 Final Program EIR adequately analyzed the impacts of
alignment and station location alternatives along the Peninsula at a
program level. More detailed analyses will be performed during the
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and
location information will be available. See Standard Response 2
regarding the tiered planning and environmental process and
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impact analysis
and mitigation in the program environmental document.

L004-13
See Responses to Comments L0O03-105 and LO03-107.

LO04-14

Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts. To
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility,
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of
development; or socioeconomic conditions. For the property impacts
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the
improvements in the alignment alternatives. As noted in Chapter 3

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.

LO04-15

The 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material does not incorporate
significance criteria of each local jurisdiction affected by the network
alternatives. The EIR includes significance criteria that the Authority
staff have determined to be appropriate for this project and this
program EIR.

LO04-16
See Response to Comment LO003-45.

LOO4-17

The program-level study indicates that trees screening the Caltrain
right-of-way from Palo Alto High School would remain largely intact.
The trees adjacent to the classroom buildings and track are assumed
to be on high school property. There appear to be some trees east
of the bike path that may be on Caltrain right-of-way and could be
removed if necessary based on future project-level environmental
studies and refined project-level HST design and engineering. Most
of these trees screen the high school's maintenance facilities from
the railway, so their removal would have little impact on the portion
of the campus occupied by the students. Additional analysis at the
project level will be conducted concerning such impacts when more
detailed HST design and engineering information is available.

LO04-18

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change
impacts are discussed. More detailed analysis of potential
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts on
sensitive receptors will be provided during project-level

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-98



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

environmental review, when more detailed information will be
available concerning system design and placement, including at-
grade, trench, tunnel, and elevated tracks.

LO0O4-19

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Air quality and global climate
change was not one of those topics. Refer to Chapter 3.3.6 of the
2008 Final Program EIR. It is noted that construction impacts and
potential mitigation measures would be addressed in subsequent
project-level EIR/EIS analyses. More detailed analysis of potential
operational and construction air quality impacts on sensitive
receptors, including schools, will be provided during project-level
environmental review, when more detailed information will be
available concerning system design and placement as well as
construction. Once alignments are established, a full construction
analysis would be conducted. This analysis will quantify emissions
from construction vehicles, excavation, worker trips, and other
related construction activities of constructing the HST system (rall,
station, maintenance facilities, substations, transmission lines, etc.),
including traffic detours. Specific mitigation measures, if required,
would be identified and a construction monitoring program, if
required, would be established.

LO04-20

See Response to Comment L004-19 regarding air quality impact
associated with construction.

LO04-21

A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including
loss of mature and heritage trees and associated effects will be
performed during the preliminary engineering and project-level
environmental review. Possible avoidance or minimization of
impacts on the mature and heritage trees will be reviewed in detail,
and mitigation for the loss of trees will be developed.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO04-22

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hydrology and water
resources was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.14 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR. Potential drainage and erosion impacts
and mitigation strategies were discussed in this chapter. More
detailed analyses related to the potential for run-off and erosion to
occur will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis
when more detailed design and location information will be available.
See Standard Response 3.

LO04-23

The HST would be designed to have fully grade-separated tracks
with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train control
systems to minimize the potential for derailment. The Authority
would build upon the extensive experience of HST operations in
other countries. Future HST Operations Plans will include
emergency response measures. FRA regulations also address safety
concerns, and this system would comply with those regulations.

LO04-24

The HST project under consideration in this Program EIR includes
grade separations to fully separate the HST from local automobile
and pedestrian traffic. The HST project is therefore anticipated to
improve existing safety conditions in those areas like the Caltrain
corridor between San Francisco and San Jose that have current
problems with pedestrian/auto/rail accidents due to auto/rail grade
crossings. The HST project also includes a fully access-controlled
guideway with intrusion monitoring.

LO04-25

An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be
prepared at the project level to define safety and security goals and
objectives. The SSPP will include a Construction Safety and Health
Plan to establish the minimum safety and health guidelines for
contractors of and visitors to HST construction projects.
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LO04-26
See Response to Comment LO04-22.

L004-27
See Standard Response 7.

LO04-28

See Standard Response 3. Because this is a program-level
document, the analysis considered the potential for land use and
planning impacts on a broad scale. Potential project-level impacts
on land use, planning and development will be addressed in the
project-level EIR/EIS.

LO04-29

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. This resulted in a finding of
no community cohesion impacts at the program level. In addition,
construction of grade separations where none previously existing
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas. The
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.

LO04-30

Both the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and the Revised Draft Program
EIR address future land use compatibility based on information from
general plans and other regional and local transportation planning
documents. These documents were examined to assess an
alignment alternative's and station location option's potential
consistency with the goals and objectives defined therein. Because

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

this is a program-level document, the analysis evaluated land use
compatibility on a broad scale. Project-specific effects on land use,
planning and development will be evaluated at the project-level.

LO04-31
See Response to Comment LO03-112.

LO04-32

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. The noise analysis in the
2008 Final Program EIR was not one of those topics. Please see
Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed
information and analysis of noise and vibration impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. This analysis
will include the significance of both construction and operation noise
and vibration impacts and mitigation of these impacts. See Standard
Response 3.

LO04-33
See the response to Comment L004-32.

LO04-34
See the response to Comment L004-32.

LO04-35
See the response to Comment L004-32.

LO0O4-36

See the response to Comment L003-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address all aspects of the project,
including proposed grade separations and noise and vibration from
the grade-separated roadways.

@CAHFORNIA
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LO04-37

See the response to Comment L003-116. The project-level noise
and vibration analyses will address the influence of climatic
conditions.

LO04-38
See the response to Comment L004-32.

LO04-39

See the response to Comment L003-116. The project-level noise
analysis will address the impacts of multiple trains in one location.

LO04-40

Detailed parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, construction and
cumulative transportation impacts of the HST Project will be fully
analyzed in the project-level EIR/EIS. This information will be
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report
including (1) Changes in traffic volumes on local streets that result
from project and from project construction and the effect of these
changed volumes on roadway operations and critical intersections.
(2)The analysis of number of parking spaces required and the
placement of the parking facilities will be evaluated. Potential
parking impacts will be evaluated based on the existing and future
parking supply and the projected parking demand. Parking demand
will be based upon the patronage and mode of access forecasts at
each proposed station, including parking and related circulation
impacts for adjacent neighborhoods. (3) Potential impacts to transit
including potential for inadequate capacity of feeder bus service,
potential for traffic congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus
service that serve or run near stations or other transit operations.
Potential impacts of project construction on transit service will also
be evaluated in detail. (4)The project-level traffic impact analysis
study will also evaluate the effect of the project and project

construction on existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Potential impacts on pedestrian and bicycle connections to and
across HST facilities will be analyzed. Detailed information and
analysis of potential traffic impacts including impacts to pedestrian

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

and bike facilities and feasible mitigation measures will be included
in project-level EIR/EISs and documented in a Traffic, Transit,
Circulation and Parking Report. (5) Cumulative potential traffic
impacts due to the proposed project.

L004-41
See Response to Comment LO04-40.

L004-42
See Response to Comment LO04-40.

LO04-43

See Standard Response 3. Because this is a program-level
document, the analysis evaluated impacts to educational and other
community facilities on a broad-scale. This is also true for the
evaluation of impacts on bicycle facilities. Potential project-specific
effects on all schools in the study area will be evaluated at the
project-level. The Authority will consider the comment as part of the
project-level EIR/EIS process.

LO04-44

The HST system will be designed to have fully grade-separated
tracks with state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train
control systems. Therefore, the students will never have to ‘cross'
the HST alignment at-grade. Project-specific analyses of circulation,
traffic, and parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for
the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be
affected by the proposed HST station. This will be documented in a
Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.

LO04-45

Passenger routes to all potential stations will be evaluated at the
project-level traffic impact analysis study. Potential changes in traffic
volumes on local streets that result from passengers accessing the
HST station and the effect of these changed volumes on roadway
operations and critical intersections will be evaluated. Project-specific
analyses of circulation, traffic, and pedestrian/bicycle access will be

@CAHFORNIA
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conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station areas, access LO04-46

roads, and other facilities that might be affected by the proposed More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
HST station. This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including
Circulation and Parking Report. The analysis of number of parking impacts related to construction staging areas, detours, and other

be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS. This information will be

documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.

Potential parking impacts will be evaluated based on the existing and LO04-47
future parking supply and the projected parking demand. Parking
demand will be based upon the patronage and mode of access
forecasts at each proposed station, including parking and related
circulation impacts for adjacent neighborhoods.

Comment acknowledged.
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Comment Letter LOO5 (Christina Watson, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, March 30, 2010)

LO0S
Kris Livingston
From: Christina Watson [Christina @tamcmonterey.org]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2010 8:50 AM
To: Dan Leavitt; HSR Comments
Subject: HSR EIR online problems
Dan,
I thought you might want to know that some of the links to the Bay Area to Central Valley
Revised Draft Program EIR Material are not
functioning:
http://wwi.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/images/chsr/2@8180385158826 hsr ba-cv d
raft_materials_mard.pdf L005-4

http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/images/chsr/20100384173608 titlepage s
ignature_contents.pdf

http://we.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/images/chsr/201008304143639 figures ch2
.pdf

Thank you,

Christina

Christina Watson

Senior Transportation Flanner

Transportation Agency for Monterey County 55-B Plaza Circle Salinas, CA 93901 Tel. (831) 775-
4406 Fax (B31) 775-0897 christina@tamcmonterey.org http://www.tamcmonterey.org
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Response to Letter LOO5 (Christina Watson, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, March 30, 2010)

LOO5-1

The Authority has reviewed the website to ensure that all links are
now operational.
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Comment Letter LOO6 (Dave Potter, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, April 5, 2010)

TAMC

TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
FOR MONTEREY COUNTY

LG

The Honorable Curt Pringle
April 5,2010
Page 2 of 2

the state. Increased access to the rail network and connectivity to the high-speed rail system in | L006-4
Gilroy will help the region be more sustainable economically, environmentally and socially. cont

regional Transpedtation Flanning Agency * Cangestion Management Planning
Local Transportation Commission + Monterey County Service Authority for Freewoys & Exprassways

‘We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this exciting project.

April 5, 2010 Sincerely,

The Honorable Curt Pringle Via email to: comments(@hsr.ca.gov . } Gt 0: ;tv—

California High-Speed Rail Authority Dave Potter

925 L Street, Suite 1425 Chair, Transportation Agency for Monterey County Rail Policy Committee
Sacramento, CA 95814

cc: Hon. Bill Monning, 27" Assembly District
Hon. Anna Caballero, 28™ Assembly District

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments h 1Ly
Hon. Jeff Dentham, 12" Senate District

Support of Pacheco Pass Network Alternative and Downtown Gilroy Station Hon. Abel Maldonado, 15" Senate District
L Hon. Jim Beall, Jr., 24™ Assembly District
Dear Chair Pringle: San Jose Mayor Chuck Reed
Gilroy Mayor Al Pinheiro
On behalf of the Transportation Agency for Monterey County, I am writing to comment on the Morgan Hill Mayor Steve Tate
revised Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material and to let you know San Mateo County Transit District Chief Executive Officer Michael J. Scanlon
that on August 22, 2007, the Agency adopted a position endorsing the Pacheco Pass alignment | | oo Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority General Manager Michael Burns

Silicon Valley Leadership Group President & CEO Carl Guardino
Transporiation Agency for Monterey County Chair Louis Caicagno
Rail Policy Committee Chair Dave Potter

for the High-Speed Rail project. Since the southern alignment across the Pacheco Pass would
have the train stopping at Gilroy and San Jose, it would bring more riders though Gilroy and
would likely increase ridership on the connecting commuter rail system in Gilroy to board the
High-Speed Rail system. In addition, the Transportation Agency supports a downtown Gilroy | 1.006.2
station to facilitate connections with regional and local transit services.

The Transportation Agency is planning for two rail projects in Monterey County: extension of
commuter rail service to Monterey County and passenger service to and from the Monterey
Peninsula. The Agency’s two rail projects complement one another and both will result in
removing auto trips from Highways 1, 101 and 156. A third rail project planned for Monterey
County is Amtrak’s Coast Daylight service that would connect downtown Los Angeles with
downtown San Francisco. Loos-3
All three Monterey County rail projects will complement and connect with the High-Speed Rail
system at Gilroy and San Jose if the Southern Pacheco Pass alignment is chosen as the preferred
alignment, thereby further increasing ridership on this segment. The Pacheco pass alignment and
the selection of the historic downtown Gilroy station would be beneficial for Monterey County
due to the increased ridership on train services through Monterey County and the regional
economy would benefit from increased investment in infrastructure in the region and around
train stations.

The three-county Monterey Bay Area had a population of 710,000 in 2000 and is projected to
reach nearly a million residents by the year 2030. Our growing population needs an alternative
means of getting to jobs, health care, and shopping around the region and opportunities across

L006-4

' P:ACorrespondence\2010\Pringle - southern HSR route endorsement.doc
55-B Ploza Circle, Saiinas, CA 93901-2902 « Tel: (831) 775-0903 « Fax: (831] 775-0897 « Website: www.famcmonterey.org
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Response to Letter LOO6 (Dave Potter, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, April 5, 2010)

LO06-1
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO06-2

Comment acknowledged. The Authority understands TAMC'’s
position that a downtown Gilroy station provides a better intermodal
connection with the planned TAMC projects, which is noted in the
2008 Final Program EIR in Sections 3.2.4 and 7.3.1 and in Chapter 7
of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.

LO06-3

Comment regarding preference of Pacheco Pass Alignment and
Gilroy downtown station noted.

LOO6-4

Comment acknowledged. Serving existing and anticipated growth in
this area is among the reasons for identifying the Pacheco alignment
with San Jose and San Francisco network alternative as preferred.
Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material states:
“There are a number of reasons supporters give for preferring the
Pacheco Pass, including: 1) quicker travel times between San
Jose/Silicon Valley and Southern California; 2) more frequent/better
service between Bay Area and southern California; 3) higher
ridership potential; 4) less potential environmental impacts; 5)
avoiding impacts on wildlife and sensitive habitat through Don
Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge; 6) best serves
the Caltrain Corridor (San Francisco to Gilroy); 7) provides good HST
access for the three county Monterey Bay area with a south Santa
Clara HST station; 8) can serve San Francisco, Oakland, and San
Jose without a new crossing of the Bay; 9) all service through San
Jose/best serves south Bay; and 10) less cost for first phase of
system between the Bay Area and Anaheim.” (emphasis added)
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Comment Letter LOO7 (John Ristow, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, April 9, 2010)

Lo07

LA, i st ot

April 9, 2010

Mr. Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director
California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program-Level EIR

Dear Mr. Leavitt,

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA), the Congestion Management Agency
(CMA) and transit operator for Santa Clara County, strongly supports the findings in the Revised
Draft Program EIR for the Bay Area to Central Valley segment of the High-Speed Train Project
which recommends the Pacheco Pass alignment as the entry point of the High-Speed Train Loo7-1
system into the Bay Area. The recommended alignment through Gilroy, with a station, parallels
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks without using operating right-of-way and then joins the
Caltrain right-of-way at San Jose Diridon Station. This best serves the travel needs of Santa
Clara County by connecting the job centers of Silicon Valley with the statewide high speed rail
network.

The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses Judge Kenny's ruling, that the original EIR did not
adequately describe the alignment between Gilroy and San Jose, The revised project description
parallels portions of the Union Pacific alignment in south Santa Clara County but will not use
UPRR's operating right-of-way, instead using portions of the current Monterey Highway right-
of-way. The Revised Draft Program EIR also addresses issues raised by UPRR regarding
potential impacts to their freight operations,

LO07.2

The cooperative process between the California High-Speed Rail Authority, VTA, and the Cities
of San Jose, Morgan Hill and Gilroy to identify a viable alignment through south Santa Clara
County d the cc i t the local governments of the County have to the Project
and the spirit of the ongoing relationship we have with the Authority as we collectively continue
to address the many challenging issues that are ahead of us.

L007-3

VTA will continue to work with the Authority and our local cities to implement the Project and
recommends the Authority, once again, affirm its support for the Pacheco Pass alignment and
approve the Revised Draft Program EIR.

hief CMA Officer

3331 Worth First Street - San Jose, CA 95134-1927 + Adminisiration 408.321.5555 « Custemer Service 408.371.2300
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Response to Letter LOO7 (John Ristow, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, April 9, 2010)

LOO7-1
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LOO7-2
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO07-3
Comment of support is acknowledged.
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Comment Letter LO0O8 (Chuck Reed, City of San Jose Office of Mayor Chuck Reed, April 8, 2010)

LO08

Kris Livingston

From: Cliver, Kimberly [Kimberly Oliveri@sanjoseca.gov] i
Sent: Wednesday, Apnl 07, 2010 4:58 PM

To: HSR Comments

Ce: Janssen, Jeff. Fernandez, Christina; Tripousis, Ben; Miller, Celia g
Subject: High Speed Rail Latter ;
Attachments: HSR April 8.pdf !

Chuck Reed

MAYOR

Signed HSR Letter attached

April 8, 2010

Kimberly Oliver
City of San José | Office of Mayor Chuck Reed
200 East Santa Clara Street | San José, CA 95113 H
T (408) 535-4818 | F (408) 292-6421 H M, Curt Pringle
! Chairman
California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: San Francisco to San José Section High-Speed Train Project - Peninsula
Corridor

Dear Chairman Pringle:

The City of San José appreciates the work of the California High Speed Rail Authority in

s mart of fhe develonment of the San Francisco to

Toreal - devels
as part 0f the development O in¢ Han rranciseo 1o

soliciting the input of local ags
San José segment of the California High Speed Rail project. As you know, the City of
San José has long been a supporter of this project and considers the implementation of
High Speed Rail in the Caltrain Peninsula Corridor vital to the long term interests of the
entire region. At the same time, this project is consistent with and furthers San José’s
goals related to multi-modal transportation, smart growth, cconomic development, and
Downtown revitalization.

L008-1

This project will help establish Silicon Valley as the transportation “Gateway to the Bay L008-2
Area”, while integrating the highest number of transit modes and local transit systems
with the regional network.

At the same time, the project will increase mobility for Silicon Valley and adjoining Bay 1.008-3
Area counties while promoting retention and expansion of a growing employment base.

The San José to San Francisco segment is critical to the overall success of the High Speed
Rail project. Ridership is estimated to be at its highest when destinations in Northern and 1.008-4
Southern California are linked by this popular air and automobile corridor. High Speed
Rail will significantly reduce carbon emissions and provide a green mode of
transportation across California.

‘While the implementation of the California High Speed Rail project within the existing L0085
railway corridor of the Caltrain Commuter Rail System presents significant challenges,
we are confident that solutions to these challenges can be identified as part of the Project
Level Environmental Review process currently under way.

300 Faxt St Claca Sttect, 18th floor, San José, CA 95113 fel (408) 5354800 fexe (408) 292-6422 wewswsjmayor.org
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Comment Letter LOO8 - Continued

Mr, Dan Leavitt

Subject: San Francisco to San José Corridor
April 08, 2010

Page 2 of 2

The City of San José has worked with the California High Speed Rail Authority for over
a decade and we appreciate the Authority’s continued efforts to ensure that High Speed L008-6
Rail access into and out of the San José Diridon Station is fully analyzed to determine
whether aerial, at-grade, or underground access 1o Diridon Station will be most effective
and appropriate, as reflected in the Draft Alternatives Analysis.

We continue to encourage your efforts to reach out to affecied communities to the| | 0 -
greatest extent possible. Local neighborhoods should continue to be included in the
development of the project al every phase and we appreciate the ongoing dialogues that
your team has established with community leaders, local elected officials and residents.

We look forward to continuing to work with your staff and consultant teams to develop
and deliver this important project.

ot Ren &

Chuck Reed
Mayor
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Response to Letter LOO8 (Chuck Reed, City of San Jose Office of Mayor Chuck Reed, April 8, 2010)

LO08-1
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO08-2
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO08-3
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO08-4
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO08-5
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO08-6
Comment of support is acknowledged.

LO08-7
Comment acknowledged.
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Comment Letter LOO9 (Al Pinheiro, City of Gilroy, April 7, 2010)

LO09

Telephone (408) B46-0202

q: .t f ,[ Facsimile (408) 846-0500
l p U @ [ VUP httpcifwww.ci.gilroy.ca.us 5. Either a downtown or eastside alternative must adequately examine the environmental Lo
7351 Rosanna Street impacts, including, but not limited to, noise, construction, vibration, traffic circulation, -

Gilroy, California AL PINHEIRO environmental justice and any other environmental impact related to the placement of
85020-6197 MAYOR High Speed Tracks through the community.

6. The Authority should adequately plan for and construct the necessary parking facilities | Looo-8
for a Gilroy station.

April 7, 2010

7. The Authority should investigate all implications of any alignment alternative on the S
CalTrain service in Gilroy. The goal of any alignment should be to facilitate intermodal o

Chairman Pringle and Members of the Authority both £ rail
access to both means of rail transportation.

California High Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814 Gilroy remains a committed to a favorable resolution to these issues, yet asks that the

Authority recognize the extreme and burdensome financial implications to the city to properl
study this project on behalf of our community. Surely, the Authority does not want to burden LO0S-10
the people of Gilroy with expenses brought about by this project that are properly barne by the
Authority who is responsible for the affects of this project in our local community.

Dear Chairman Pringle and Members of the Board:

This letter is sent by the city of Gilroy to register the following requests of the Authority. As LO09-1
mayor, | want the Authority to know that Gilroy supports the High Speed Rail Project generally,
but realizes that there are long term implications to our community if the project is not
constructed in a context sensitive manner.

Please provide the necessary funding and support to Gilroy so that we can demonstrate to the
community that this project is properly conceived, pl d and impl iina that will
benefit the community and the state.

The High Speed Rail project represents a substantial planning impact on the city at an

economically challenging time. At this very moment, we as a city, are focusing on providing the LO09.2
very basic municipal services to the residents of Gilroy. We lost 71 full time employees and face
continued difficulty in meeting our service demands as a result of the Great Recession we find Pinhei
ourselves in. :,: inheire
ayor
1. While we are supportive of High Speed Rail, we request that the Authority budget LO09.3

appropriate levels of funding for Gilroy to utilize to adequately complete the necessary
planning related studies to incorporate HSR as a component of our community design,

2. The Authority must support proper planning for any HSR alignment alternative by fully Lo05-4
funding a meaningful Context Sensitive Solutions planning process in Gilroy.

3. Any downtown alternative must be trenched. The Authority should recognize that
Gilroy's downtown is a mile long, but two blocks wide. Aerial tracks will destroy the L0095
downtown corridor, cause instantaneous urban decay, and impose an environmental o
injustice on adjoining, lower income neighborhoods which form the core of our federally
designated Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area.

4. Any eastside alignment through Gilroy (Llagas Creek to Buena Vista) should be
sufficiently elevated so as to prevent the city from having to expend sizeable funds to
tunnel under or bridge over High Speed Rail tracks as a means of completing its roadway
circulation system.

LO0S-6
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO0O9 (Al Pinheiro, City of Gilroy, April 7, 2010)

LO09-1
Comment acknowledged.

LO09-2
Comment acknowledged.

LO09-3

The request for HSRA funds sent to the CAHSRA Board is currently
under review by the Authority.

L0O09-4
Gilroy’s request for funding is under consideration by the Authority.

LO09-5

The Authority appreciates the comment. The 2010 Revised Program
EIR Material identifies an aerial alignment in downtown Gilroy as
preferred. Project-level environmental studies will address design
and profile variations for alignments that are part of the network
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further study.
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level
EIR/EIS processes.

LO09-6

The Authority appreciates the comment. See response to comment
L009-5. The Authority has had additional communication with City
of Gilroy staff and will consider the comment as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS processes.

LO09-7

The Authority appreciates the comment. The 2008 Final Program
EIR evaluated these subject areas at the program level in Chapter 3
(Sections 3.4 — Noise and Vibration, 3.18 — Construction, 3.1 —
Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, and 3.7 — Land Use and

Planning, Communities and Neighborhoods, Property, and
Environmental Justice). Site specific environmental impacts
including noise, construction, vibration, traffic circulation,
environmental justice, and other impacts will be part of subsequent
project-level environmental documents. The Authority will consider
the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes. Also
see Standard Response 3.

LO09-8

Comment acknowledged. The technical study for the project-level
EIR/EIS, will analyze Potential parking impacts and provisions in
detail. The analysis of number of parking spaces required and the
placement of the parking facilities will be conducted in the project-
level. This information will be documented in a Traffic, Transit,
Circulation and Parking Report. Potential parking impacts will be
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station,
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent
neighborhoods.

LO09-9

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Program EIR
material both discuss intermodal connections for the HST system —
please see Sections 3.2.4 and 7.3.1 of the 2008 Final Program EIR
and Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material. The
Authority’s stated goal is to “Maximize intermodal transportation
opportunities by locating stations to connect with local transit,
airports, and highways.” (See Sections 1.2.1 - Purpose of High-
Speed Train System and Section 3.2.1 of the 2008 Final Program
EIR.)

LO09-10
Please see Response to Comment L009-4.

@CAHFORNIA
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO10 (Thomas J. Haglund, City of Gilroy Community Development Department, April 26, 2010)

Kis Livingston

Lo10

From:

Sent:

To:

Ce:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dan Leavitt

Don Dey [Don. Dey@eci gilroy.ca.us]

Monday, April 26, 2010 1:28 PM

HSR Comments

Tom Haglund; Rick Smelser

Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

High Speed Rail - Bay Area to Central Valley - Program EIR Comments {TH) (4-26-10).PDF

Attached is a comment letter from the City of Gilroy on the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Oraft Program EIR
Material Comments. Thank you for including the City of Gilroy in the environmental review process for the High-Speed

Train.

If there any questions concerning information in the attached letter please contact Tom Haglund or myself.

Thanks

Don Dey

City Transportation Engineer

City of Gilroy
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Planning Division (408) 846-0440; fax (408) 846-0429
Engineering Division (408) 846-0450; fax (408) 846-0429
Building, Life & Environmental Safety ~ (408) 846-0430; fax (408) 846-0429
Housing & Community Development (408) 846-0290; fax (408) 846-0429

April 26, 2010

Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director

California High-Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

Thank you for including the City of Gilroy in the environmental review process for the Bay Area to
Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised draft Program Environmental impact Report. The Gilroy City
Councii has recommended that comments be forwarded to the California High Speed Rail Authority for
review in the preparation of the Project Level EIR/EIS study for the California High-Speed Train (HST)
system from San Jose to Merced.

One of the main comments provided by the Gilroy City Council is that they favor comprehensive review
of two High Speed Train alignment options through the City of Gilroy. The first option is a “trenched”
vertical alignment design that would follow the Union Pacific Railroad tracks with an HST station in the
vicinity of the Caltrain Station. The second option is an "elevated” vertical alignment design east of US
101 with an HST station in the Gilroy “660” area. We understand that there are many chalienges and
mitigations to meet this goal and the City would like to work with the Authority to to determine the best
options for Gilroy.

The 2010 Revised Draft EIR is fairly fimited in its evaluation of the proposed project, as it only
addresses issues the court determined to be inadequate. We have reviewed the Bay Area to Central
Valiey High-Speed Train Revised draft Program Environmental impact Report and have the foliowing
comments:

High Speed Rail Alignment Design Criteria

1. Is it definitely intended to use 220 mph design speeds from San Jose south to the Central Valley for
ali sections?
a. The Business Plan shows that for a sample peak hour timetable southbound (page 74,

figure 3), 7 out of the 8 services stop at both Gilroy and San Jose. The distance between
San Jose and Gilroy is 30 miles, which is insufficient time for a train to achieve 200+ mph
and slow down again for the stop. In fact, the average speed appears in several places in
both the original and revised EIR/EIS as being between 115-120 mph with a maximum of
180 mph. Even for the 1 out of 8 services that is express and goes direct from San
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Comment Letter LO10 — Continued

1

1

N

X

14.

Francisco to Los Angeles, the speed is restricted until the southern urban fringe of San
Jose. The higher the design speed the higher the minimum radius of curvature of the
alignment will be. This reduces flexibility to avoid specific obstacles and the overall
alignment rigidity

. What are the criteria for missing obstacies — is it a minimization of the number or are land issues

taken into account?

a. The normal design process for alignments is to identify constraints and design around them.
However, it does depend on the approach the designer takes to all the criteria that could
determine the optimum afignment.

Is fand severance taken into account to minimize splitting homogenously owned and operated land
parcels?

a. This is another potential alignment design criteria where the alignment could minimize the
number of land parcels that are split.

. Under what conditions would “trenching” of the track be considered?

a. Trenching is substantially more expensive than elevating the track. The severance of utilities
is one of the problems. The City favors entrenchment because of positive visual impact,
noise attenuation and connectivity.

. What are the criteria for road crossings?

a. Constructing overpasses or underpasses when intersecting existing roads are alt important
issues that need to be addressed in the Project EIR. Gilroy has planning its Circulation
Element based on a grid network with generally two and four trave! lane streets. Disruption
of the Circulation Element network would serve as a potential significant impact to the City.

. Will road traffic impacts and mitigations have an effect on the alignment design?

a. The alignment will potentially cause diversions and rerouting of traffic paths. Will the
efficiency of this also be used as an alignment design criterion?

. Are the construction impacts and phasing taken into account in the design process?

a. There will be a balance between construction efficiency and minimizing disruption to local
businesses and residents. [t is important to know how this is viewed.

. Is the alignment design influenced by noise impacts?

a. A criterion for alignment design can also be the minimization of noise impacts to sensitive
receptors (e.g., schools/hospitals/residential areas). This may also form part of the criteria
that influences alignment.

. What allowances for maintenance access will need to be made?

a. Some access for maintenance will need to be made by road and will thus occur in Gilroy.

. Power and energy connections.

a. Traction power substations and their consequent connections will be required. If the route
goes through the City, where will these be located? This can be a very sensitive issue.

. Necessary utility severance and connections.

a. The utilities can be a very expensive item to reroute. How will the CHSRA take that into
account in their alignment decisions?

. Interconnectivity with other Rail and Bus feeder services.

a. A Downtown HST station and alignment is the fogical location from the point of view of
connecting services. How much is that weighted against other issues? Travelers dislike too
many interchanges which could affect revenue. A major HST objective is to minimize
OVERALL journey times.

. Station location and development. Is this considered important in alignment decisions?

a. Policy is that Transit Oriented Development (TOD) should be a major part of station
development. Is this seen as an influencing criterion? The CHSRA Is looking to maximize
private sector investment. The HST station and surrounding development could be a
considerable issue here in terms of potential contributions from the private sector.

Is immediately adjacent parking considered to be a deciding criterion?
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L010-3

L010-4

L010-5

L010-6

Lo010-7

L010-8

L010-9

L010-10

L010-11

L010-12

L010-13

L010-14

L010-15

a. Fitting 2800-3800 car parking spaces (Final Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train
(HST) Program EIR/EIS 2008, Volume 1 pg 7-149) into the Downtown Gilroy will not be an
easy task. However, the passenger demand estimates show 3800 regional and 1100 local
boarders (Report to the Legislature; December 2009 from the CHSRA Business Plan, Table
D pg 72) for an average workday. Would it be possible to accommodate the regional car
users at a “long term” car park outside Downtown Gilroy {similar to SFO)?
15. What is the parking demand for the Gilroy HST station?
a. It has been discussed at recent HST meeting that 6,300 — 6,600 parking spaces would be
needed for the Gilroy HST station. The Final Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train
(HST) Program EIR/EIS 2008, Volume 1 pg 7-148 identifies a parking lot capacity for 2800 ~
3800 parking spaces. There is a need for better of the parking space need. How many
parking spaces are required for a Downtown HST station? How many parking spaces are
needed for an East Side HST station?
16. What is going to be required for emergency service access and is this location sensitive?
a. There will need to be plans to handle incidents and general security. How relevant is this to
the location and alignment design?

Traffic Impacts
The City of Gilroy has a concern about the potentially significant impact the project may have to traffic

volume and congestion. In order to adequately address our concerns regarding the High Speed Train
Project we recommend a specific project traffic impact analysis be prepared. The traffic impact analysis
should include, but not be limited to the following:

a. Information on the project’s traffic impacts in terms of trip generation, distribution, and
assignment for the train station in Gilroy. The assumptions and methodologies used in
compiling this information needs to be documented.

b. Current Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and AM and PM peak hour volumes on all significantly
affected streets and intersections, highway segments and freeway ramps, for the Gilroy train
station and all Gilroy train station alternatives analyzed.

c. Schematic illustrations of traffic conditions for: 1) existing, 2) existing plus background traffic,
3) existing plus background traffic plus train station project, and 4) cumulative impact for
intersections in the train station and elevated grade crossing iocations. The City of Gilroy
has a documented traffic study procedure, development data base and traffic volume
database for approved and proposed development and suggests that the Project utilize this
information for the traffic analysis.

d. Calculation of cumulative traffic volumes should consider all traffic-generating
developments, both existing and future, that would affect the roadways being evaluated. The
City of Gilroy General Plan generally identifies the Level of Service standard for
intersections west of US 101 at LOS “C” and east of US 101 at LOS “D.” City staff can
provide clarifying information for the LOS standard requirement for the traffic study.

The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for the Project EIR/EIS should include relevant segments of
freeways, interchanges, State Highways, city roadways and intersections in the City of Gilroy. The
freeway segments and intersections to be analyzed should be determined according to the VTA TIA
guidelines and would include those meeting the following thresholds.

« Freeways: If the project is expected to add traffic equal to at least one percent of the freeway
segments’ capacity.
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Comment Letter LO10 - Continued

« Intersections: If the project is expected to add 10 or more peak hour vehicles per lane to any d. The preferred HST station in Downtown Gilroy is the Caltrain Station area. Analyze
intersection movement. (It must be pointed out that due to high weekend retail traffic in Gilroy L010-19 alternative station locations including 1) the east side of the UPRR tracks adjacent to the
east of US 101, the weekend is the highest peak period and this is part of our regular studies) cont. Caltrain Station, and 2) an HST station south of Tenth Street.
e The traffic study must clearly identify the method of estimating the number of trips and the 101023
method of distributing project trips. e. Analyze an HST alignment that travels east of US 101 through Morgan Hill and then crosses | cont.
into Gilroy to follow the UPRR tracks.
The EIR analysis should refer to recent efforts in Santa Clara County’s South County area to study and ) ) )
address future roadway issues due to growth. The studies include the VTA South County Circulation Lo10-20 f. Analyze an HST allgnmgnt tha"t travels east of US 101 through Morgan Hill and then is
Study and the VTA Southern Gateway Study. In addition, there is a project in design and environmental elevated through Gilroy's *660" area from Buena Vista Avenue to Llagus Creek (East Side
review for the US 101/SR 25/Santa Theresa interchange. Elevated Alignment).
It is very important that the Project EIR completely study the existing, background, project and Lolo-21 Construction Impacts _ _ ) ) ) )
cumulative traffic conditions for the area and particularly their impacts on the City of Gilroy's Circulation < The City has a concern about the potentially significant impact the project may have during construction
system including freeway circulation. of at-grade, elevated or trenched train tracks and the associated HST station.
Parking a. The construction of at-grade, trenched or elevated train tracks and an HST train Station will 1.010-24
a. Provide clarification on how the parking analysis will be performed and how the parking needs cause traffic circulation problems during the construction phase. The construction phase
generated by the project will be supplied. tr:‘z;?cs ;g rbuep {i?:‘g?;;endti;il ;he environmental document and mitigation measures for handling
b. A detailed parking analysis must be prepared that identifies the existing parking conditions b. Noi 4 vibration § i . . b auri
around the proposed HST train station and the project ievel demand for parking for the HST . Noise and vibration issues are also a major concern for the Downtown area during
station and the location(s) where parking for the HST station will be constructed. Reasonable construction. The construction impacts must be reviewed and mitigated.
walking distances must be assumed for the construction of new parking facilities so that L010-22 Noise and Vibration Impacts
idential neighborhood: i . Noise and Vibration Impacts
residential neighborhoods are not impacted The City has a concern about the potentially significant impact the project may have to noise and
¢. Adetailed pick-up / drop-off analysis must be performed for the HST station that identifies the vibration issues.
traffic circulation in the station area and the project level demand for pick-up and drop-off for the a. The projsctlevel EIR will have to address the impacts of noise and vibrations to existing Lo10-25
HST station. buildings and residences in Gilroy, and will have to mitigate noise levels to meet Gilroy's
d. Are there Taxi waiting areas at the HST station? How does Taxi service impact parking space {:gziz,s\;i?gggiss' o'r:‘ 3::2::;2}:; dezzlssg:dlistrm?yrte)z zﬁtjr"ﬁevtnc’ determine the impact of the
needs and the pick-up drop-off area. Are there rental car facilities planned for the HST station? ! ry structu !
How does rental car service impact parking space needs and pick-up drop - off area. Circulation Element Network impacts
Circulation Element Networx Impacts
High-Speed Train Alignment Recent project information has identified that two High-Speed Train (HST) alignments are currently
> - N - . . o by considered through the Gilroy area. One HST alignment would operate through the downtown
The City of Gilroy favors two High Speed Train alignment options through the City. The first option is a afe”;gandnths other Hs‘ﬂfgalignmem gvould operate east 'gf U.S. 101 and ‘t)he adjacentgcommercim
“trenched” vertioal a_lignmgnt design that Wo”k,j follow the Union Pacific Rai’r oad tracks with an HST development. It is important that the City of Gilroy receive éufficient information to determine the L010-26
?t(;tlcr]t:t the,fg?'"?';’. Stat:(t;rr:. .g‘f segggg,optwn 5\/&?) ¢Ie_levat‘¢;dt \ée;'técsai\ahr?nn;;m design east of US advantages and disadvantages relative to best meeting the overall objective of the HST project and the
with an station is the Gilroy area. We believe tha should: needs of the City. Key evaluation measures will include the quality of the connection to Caltrain,
. i " " . . impacts to traffic circulation and the resulting need for additional roadways and grade separations,
a. Analyze an HST alignment that is “trenched” through Downtown Gilroy and is adjacent to N i : : P :
the current Union Pacific Railroad operating right of way through Giroy. 1010-23 impacts during construction, and the need for significant parking structures.
5 . . " . The quality of the connection to Caltrain service has been one of the main reasons for selecting the
b. A"a'y?e a trenched.\{emcal alignment alt_ernatyvs th}’ oygh ,G"r?y for all railroaq tracks — HST, Pacheco Pass alignment because of the possibilities of providing direct service to Caltrain stations in Lo10-27
Caltrain, Union Pacific. In a downtown alignment this is Gilroy's preferred design to keep the south San Jose and connections with the planned Caltrain extension to Salinas and the Monterey area.
pedestrian integrity of the City’s revitalized pedestrian oriented downtown (see the attached The agreement between the Caltrain Joint Powers Board/VTA and the Union Pacific Railroad currently
iustrations). provides for 20 passenger trains per day.
¢. Analyze an HST aiignment that is “elevated” on the east side of Gilroy through the "660" itis also important to note the Gilroy General Plan will require some degree of updating regardiess of L010-28
area which woulld essentially be from Llagus Creek to Buena Vista Avenue. This alternative the selected alternative. The update will likely involve higher density land uses in the vicinity of the HSR

alignment is known as the east of US 101 alignment.
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Comment Letter LO10 - Continued

. . " : e : . . . L010-28
station, station location review, and significant changes to the circulation element. The circulation cont.

element changes may involve new freeway overcrossings and new major arterials. As the Gilroy station location is an old train yard, please clarify the statement that this location could

have direct impacts on agricultural fand and grasslands. The old frain yard does not include agricultural

Itis important‘for the HSR Authority and their consultants to provide “station-to-station” trip forecasts so land or grasslands. Also, please confirm what “station location option” this discussion is referring to, as L010-34
that the magnitude and distribution of traffic associated with the Gilroy HST station would be better L010-29 the EIR does not identify an alfernative station location in Gilroy. What location could have impacts on cont.
understand during the development of the project level EIR traffic studies of the Gilroy area 28 acres of agricuitural land, and 7 acres of grassland? We could not find the justification for these
statements in the 2008 EIR, including the appendices.
In conclusion, the project level EIR will need to address a number of significant issues, Including:
The NOP identifies several potential environmental impacts that the EIR will analyze. Gilroy Planning
¢ Construction Impacts staff is particularly concerned about impacts related to the parking demands created by the HST
o The need for regional roadway connectivity from the Caltrain station to the HST station 1010-30 station; vibration impacts on existing and future buildings; noise generation; impacts to historic
« The need for new freeway overcrossings (for the East of U.S. 101 scenario) structures; and neighborhood compatibility. Therefore, the Planning Division recommends that the
+ Amending the Gilroy General Plan/Circulation Element High-Speed Rail EIR address the following issues. The EIR needs to analyze the potential for impacts
« Determining where an East of U.S. 101 HST station might be focated (south of Gilroy, east of in these areas to occur as a result of project development and operation, and develop mitigation
the outlet mall, or north of Gilroy) measures that reduce impacts to a level of insignificance. Lotoas
-35
Planning Impacts a. A detailed parking analysis must be prepared that identifies the existing parking conditions
Comments on the 2010 Revised Draft EIR around the proposed train station and the project demand for parking for the station.
Reasonable walking distances must be assumed for the construction of new parking

1. The City agrees with the Authority’s determination that the proposed route through Gilroy, with atrain | [ 110 3 facilities so that residential neighborhoods are not impacted.

station in Gitroy, should remain the preferred altemative for preparation of the project-level EIR. The . _— . .

City is currently working with the Authority and their consultants to identify alternative sites to evaluate b. Gilroy has targeted much of the downtown area for historic preservation. The HST's impact

in the project-level EIR. to historic structures must be analyzed, particularly any potential for the loss of historic
buildings.

2. Page 3-5 and Figure 3-2d. Paragraph 3 states that the “Gilroy HST station would be elevated " " . " N

adjacent to the non-mainline UPRR right-of-way, near the existing Gilroy Caltrain station. This is shown L010-32 c. Gilroy has targeted much of the area sun‘oundm%_the t;am S'Tt'o'f’ for neighborhood

in Figure 3-2d.” Figure 3-2d does not clearly identify the location of the proposed station. Please identify revitalization, and staff has concerns that the HST tracks could divide neighborhoods,
making cross town access and neighborhood integration difficult.

the boundaries of the proposed location on the aerial photograph in Figure 3-2d.
If you have any questions concerning information in this letter, please contact me at

3. The project-level EIR will need to address the impacts of noise and vibrations to existing buildings, 408) 846-0202
including both commercial and residential, in Gilroy, and will need to identify mitigation to meet Gilroy's 1010-33 (408) 846- ‘

noise standards. In addition, special studies should be conducted to determine if the trains’ vibrations - )

would adversely affect the unreinforced masonry structures in the downtown. ( incere’y,

Comments on the 2008 EIR %\
The City understands that the Authority has solicited comments on only the 2010 Revised Draft EIR at Thomas J. Haglund

this time; however, we do request clarification for one issue in the 2008 EIR. City Admiﬁistrgxor

Page 3.15-46. This page summarizes the loss of agricultural land and potential impacts to sensitive
biological resources associated with preferred Gilroy Station, as well as the alternative Morgan Hill
station. The impacts associated with the Morgan Hill location and the Morgan Hill location options are c: D i i f
" P ! on Dey, City Transportation Engineer
presented separately. The Gilroy Station location is discussed as follows L010-34 Rick Smelser, City Engineer

This station location option could have direct impacts on 3.7 ac (1.5 ha) of agricultural land, 0.1
ac (0.04 ha) of grasslands, and 30 ac (12.14 ha) of urban/other developed lands. This station
location option could have indirect impacts on 28 ac (11.33 ha) of agricultural lands, 7 ac (2.83
ha) of grasslands, and 192 ac (77.7 ha) of urban/other developed lands. This station location
option could adversely affect the habitat of one special-status plant species. Impacts on special-
status wildlife species, waters, wetlands, and marine/anadromous species are not anticipated
with this station location.
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO10 (Thomas J. Haglund, City of Gilroy Community Development Department, April 26, 2010)

LO10-1

The Authority appreciates the comment. The Authority intends to
prepare a more comprehensive and detailed review of alignment and
station location options in the project-level EIR/EIS studies. The
Authority will consider these comments as part of the project-level
EIR/EIS processes.

LO10-2

Per State legislative mandate an express train (no stops) operating
between San Francisco and Los Angeles must complete the trip in
less than two hours and forty minutes. This may require 220 mph
operations south of the San Jose urban area. These speeds are
achievable based on anticipated vehicle technologies. These fast
speeds will have an impact on flexibility in alignment design to avoid
specific obstacles.

LO10-3

There is no specific design criteria in regards to missing obstacles
related to private and public facilities, but design objectives include
avoiding and minimizing adverse environmental impacts. Design of
alignments takes into account the large number of environmental
issues considered in the project-level environmental review of the
project.

LO10-4

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Land severance was not one
of those topics. See Section 3.8, Agricultural Lands, in the 2008
Final Program EIR. Land severance is one of many factors
considered during project-level design and environmental review of
the project. Where possible land severance is avoided or minimized.

LO10-5

See Response to Comment LO09-5. A "trench" alignment would be
considered as an alignment option where it would be determined to
be a viable option to mitigate severe environmental impacts caused
by other alignment alternatives (at-grade, aerial).

LO10-6

Comment acknowledged. The HST system will be designed to have
fully grade-separated tracks. Project-specific analyses of circulation,
traffic, and parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for
the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be
affected by the proposed HST station. This will be documented in a
Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.

LO10-7

Impacts to existing roadways and traffic are important issues
considered during project-level design and environmental evaluation
of alignment alternatives. To the extent possible alignment design
will strive to minimize impacts to roadway and traffic.

LO10-8

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction was not one of
those topics. See Section 3.18, Construction, in the 2008 Final
Program EIR. Construction impacts will be identified and evaluated
during the project-level environmental review phase. Appropriate
mitigation, which could include recommendations for project
phasing, will be identified in response to identified potential severe
impacts.

LO10-9

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
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requiring corrective work under CEQA. See the noise analysis in the
2008 Final Program EIR, Section 3.4, Noise. Impacts are one of
many factors considered during project-level design and
environmental review of the project. Where possible, noise impacts
are avoided or minimized through alignment design. See Standard
Response 5.

LO10-10

Access to the HST corridor and related facilities will be developed
during project level design and environmental review. It is
anticipated that accesses will to the greatest extent possible utilize
existing public rights-of-way and thus minimize impacts to private
and public property. Specific locations will be further examined at
the project level when more detailed design and engineering
information will be available and more detailed studies on
environmental impacts can be performed.

LO10-11

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Traction power substations
was not one of those topics. Locations of traction power substations
will be determined during project-level environmental review.
Substations would be spaced at approximately five mile intervals.

LO10-12

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public services and utilities
was not one of those topics. Please see Section 3.10 of the May
2008 Final Program EIR. Project-level analysis would address all
utilities and local issues once the alternative alignment for the Bay
Area to Central Valley corridor is selected. Project-level
environmental documentation and subsequent planning documents
will identify precise utility locations and will analyze in more detalil
conflicts between the HST system and utilities. All potential conflicts
will be reviewed during the more detailed project-level
environmental analysis and during final design. The Authority will

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

consult with the various utility providers during the detailed project-
level analysis to minimize potential conflicts including avoidance. If
avoidance is not feasible and adjustment of alignments has not
removed the potential conflict, relocation/reconstruction/restoration
of the utility would be considered, in close consultation and
coordination with the utility owner. See also Standard Response 3.

LO10-13

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Interconnectivity was not
one of those topics. Multi-modal connectivity between HST and local
transit services is one of many important issues to be considered
during project level design and environmental evaluation of
alignment alternatives. Multi-modal transportation hubs are one of
the Design Practices identified by the Authority. See Chapter 2 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR.

LO10-14

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Station location/development
was not one of those topics. See Chapters 2, Alternatives, and
Chapter 6, HST Station Area Development, of the 2008 Final
Program EIR regarding transit-oriented development (TOD).
Location of stations and their associated potential transit oriented
development are two important issues to be considered during
project level design and environmental evaluation of alignment
alternatives. TOD is one of the Design Practices identified by the
Authority. See Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.

LO10-15

As noted in the comment, Chapter 7 of the 2008 Final Program EIR
provides the anticipated demand level for parking spaces needed at
a Gilroy Station. The mitigation strategies for parking provided in
Section 3.1, Traffic, Transit, Circulation, and Parking, include:

“Local Strategies:

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-119



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR
e Provide additional parking.

e Consider offsite parking with shuttles.

e Share parking strategies.
¢ Implement parking permit plans for neighborhoods.

e Employ parking and curbside use restrictions...” (emphasis
added)

This section goes on to say, “The above mitigation strategies would
be refined and applied at the project level and are expected to
substantially avoid or lessen impacts around station areas to a less-
than-significant level in most circumstances.”

Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR states the following:

“Transit-oriented design (TOD) and smart growth land use policies
would be used. Station area development principles that would be
applied at the project-level for each HST station and the areas
around the stations would include:

Higher density development.

o A mix of land uses (retall, office, hotels, entertainment,
residential, etc.) and housing types to meet the needs of the
local community.

o A grid street pattern and compact pedestrian-oriented design
that promotes walking, bicycle, and transit access.

e Context-sensitive building design that considers the continuity
of the building sizes and coordinates the street-level and
upper-level architectural detailing, roof forms, and rhythm of
windows and doors.

e Limits on the amount and location of development-
related parking, with a preference that parking be placed
in structures.” (emphasis added)

The above text indicates a preference for parking to be placed in
structures as part of TOD development around the station. The

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

ultimate location of parking and parking structures would be
determined as part of the project-level design, engineering, and
environmental studies.

LO10-16

During preparation of the 2005 Statewide Program EIR and the 2008
Final Program EIR, dedicated station parking was assumed at a
number of stations. In the 2005 Statewide Program EIR, it was
simply indicated that "parking capacity at each station is projected to
meet the demand of travelers under the HST Alternative" (see pp.
3.1-22). In the 2008 Final Program EIR, specific numbers of spaces
were identified for each station within the Bay Area to Central Valley
section of the system. Much of the demand was assumed to be met
through market-rate parking around the stations, especially in the
more urbanized areas. The Authority also assumed that the parking
at stations would be provided at similar rates to those in the
surrounding area.

In both the 2005 and 2008 program-level environmental documents,
station parking impacts were addressed. In regard to parking, the
following mitigation commitment was made:

"During project-level studies, environmental analyses will provide
more detailed review of parking demand and parking to be included
with proposed HST stations, plus identify coordination needed with
local/regional public transportation providers. To assure parking
impacts will be avoided the Authority is to develop and coordinate
implementation at the project level parking improvement strategies
consistent with local policies, including shared parking, off-site
parking with shuttles, and parking and curbside use restrictions,
permit plans for neighborhoods with HST stations, and other parking
management strategies. (See Traffic and Circulation, Impact 1,
mitigation strategies, 6.)" A similar mitigation commitment would be
like as part of future decisions on the Revised Final Program EIR.

The higher parking demand that the commenter refers to is the
updated unconstrained station parking estimates for 2035 produced
for the project-level EIR/EIS. The final parking demand may vary
depending on the coordination of project-level parking improvement
strategies as noted above.
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Also see Response to Comment L009-8.

LO10-17

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Emergency access was not
one of those topics. Consideration of emergency response and
access will be addressed during the project-level environmental
review.

LO10-18

Comment acknowledged. A traffic impact study for the project will
be prepared at the project EIR/EIS level which will include a detailed
evaluation of parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, construction and
cumulative transportation impacts of the proposed HST project. This
information will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and
Parking Report. Potential impacts evaluated will include (1) Changes
in traffic volumes on local streets that result from project and from
project construction and the effect of these changed volumes on
roadway operations and critical intersections. (2)The analysis of
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the parking
facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station,
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent
neighborhoods. (3) Potential impacts to transit including potential for
inadequate capacity of feeder bus service, potential for traffic
congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus service that serve or
run near stations or other transit operations. Potential impacts of
project construction on transit service will also be evaluated in detail.
(4)The project-level traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate
the effect of the project and project construction on existing and
planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential impacts on
pedestrian and bicycle connections to and across HST facilities will
be analyzed. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic
impacts including impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and
feasible mitigation measures will be included in project-level

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

EIR/EISs and documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and
Parking Report. (5) Cumulative potential traffic impacts due to the
proposed project.

LO10-19

Comment acknowledged. A Traffic Impact Analysis Study for the
project will be prepared at the project EIR/EIS level which will
include a detailed evaluation of parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit,
construction and cumulative transportation impacts of the proposed
HST project. This information will be documented in a Traffic,
Transit, Circulation and Parking Report. Relevant segments of
freeways, interchanges, state highways, roadways and intersections
will be analyzed to determine impacts due to the proposed project.
Affected cities would also be consulted in determining the critical
intersections to be evaluated in project level environmental studies.

LO10-20

Comment acknowledged. Relevant future roadway developments will
be considered in the traffic impact analysis. The project-level
environmental analysis will consider all reasonable and feasible
projects and consider the cumulative effect due to this project.

LO10-21

Comment acknowledged. A Traffic Impact Analysis Study for the
project will analyze existing, background, project, and cumulative
traffic conditions. The study will include a detailed evaluation of
parking, pedestrian, bicycle, transit, construction and cumulative
transportation impacts of the proposed HST project. See response
to comment L010-18.

L010-22

Comment acknowledged. Information on pick-up/drop-off analysis;
taxi waiting areas, rental car facilities will be provided in the project-
level EIR/EIS. A complete analysis of traffic and potential parking
impacts near HST stations and feasible mitigation measures will be
included in the traffic impact analysis study at the project-level
EIR/EIS. The analysis of number of parking spaces required and the
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placement of the parking facilities will be conducted in the project-
level EIR/EIS. This information will be documented in a Traffic,
Transit, Circulation and Parking Report. Potential parking impacts will
be evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and
the projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon
the patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed
station, including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent
neighborhoods.

L010-23

The Authority appreciates the comment. The 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR Material identifies an aerial alignment in downtown
Gilroy as the preferred alternative. The Authority will consider this
series of comment regarding project level alternatives as part of the
project-level EIR/EIS processes.

LO10-24

More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including
impacts related to construction staging areas, detours, and other
construction-related requirements. This analysis will include traffic,
noise, air quality, water quality, and other short-term impacts and
mitigation. See Standard Response 3.

L010-25

Comment acknowledged. The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material addresses those topics identified in the final judgment for
the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under
CEQA. The noise analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR was not
one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR. The project-level noise and vibration analysis will
address impacts to existing land uses, including sensitive receivers.
For vibration, the analysis will consider impacts to both typical
structures and to structures that may be more susceptible to
vibration, such as historic and unreinforced masonry buildings. Also
see Standard Response 5.

LO10-26

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment acknowledged. Information on regional connectivity,
project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and
parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station
areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be affected by the
proposed HST station. This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit,
Circulation and Parking Report.

LO10-27

Comment acknowledged. The HST system has the potential to
provide connectivity with Caltrain and other transit agencies
operating in the corridor as shown in Table 3.1-4 of the 2008 Final
Program EIR/EIS, if the Caltrain corridor is included in the network
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further study.
CHSRA will continue working in the future with transit agencies to
enhance connectivity to the HST system.

LO10-28
Comment acknowledged.

L0O10-29

Second-tier, project EIR traffic analysis will examine the magnitude
and distribution of traffic associated with a Gilroy station in the event
that a Gilroy station is part of the selected network alternative. The
second-tier traffic evaluation will ascertain the location of project-
generated traffic impacts and related effects based on refined
project engineering and design and with consideration of project-
level alternatives. Station-to-station trip forecasts may be
considered as part of the project-level EIR process regardless of the
selected network alternative.

LO10-30

The Authority appreciates this comment. The Authority will consider
Gilroy’s issues as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.

LO10-31
Comment of support is acknowledged.

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-122



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

L010-32

The proposed general location of the HST station is to the east and
immediately adjacent to the existing UPRR mainline tracks, between
Old Gilroy and East 9th streets. Most likely a pedestrian overpass
would cross over the existing Caltrain and UPRR mainline tracks to
provide connectivity with the existing commuter rail station, if this
corridor is included in the network alternative ultimately selected by
the Authority. This level of detail will be discussed at the project
level.

L010-33
See responses to comments L010-24 and L010-25.

L010-34

The program-level land cover analysis for the agricultural impact
evaluation in the 2008 Program EIR/EIS used eight different data
sources, as described in the 2008 document. These sources do not
necessarily identify the current or even recent use of the land. The
station location option area for Gilroy is the area including and
surrounding the existing Caltrain station, which includes some areas

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

of open land that is listed on at least one of the sources as including
"agricultural land" and "grasslands.” Indirect impacts at the program
level were identified by applying a buffer around the station location
option, and searching the databases for agricultural land covers
within this buffer area.

The Authority acknowledges that this land is not currently used for
or available for agriculture. More detailed information and analysis
of agricultural impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level
EIR/EISs.

LO10-35

See Chapters 3.1, 3.4, 3.7, and 3.12 in the 2008 Final Program EIR
regarding the program-level analysis. Also see Chapter 2 of the
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR related to land use. More detailed
information and analysis related to parking, historic structures, noise
and vibration, and community cohesion impacts and mitigation
measures will be included in project-level environmental documents.
See Standard Response 3.
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Comment Letter LO11 (Jack Matthews, City of San Mateo Office of the Mayor, April 26, 2010)

Lo11

Dan Leavitt
April 26,2010
Page 2 of 2

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draft program-level EIR. Please contact Larry
Patterson,  Director of  Public Works at  (650) 522-7303 or via  email
Ipatterson@cityofsanmateo.org if you have any questions or need additional information.

M=

Sincerely,

April 26, 2010

Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L, Street, Suite 1425 Deputy Mayor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Jack-fhtthews

c Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
Susan M. Loftus, City Manager
Larry Patterson, Director of Public Works
Ron Munekawa, Chief of Planning
Chron/File

Re:  Bay Area fo Central Valley Revised Draft Program—Level EIR Material Comments
Dear Mr. Leavitt:

The City of San Mateo has reviewed the Bay Arcea to Central Valley Revised Draft Program-
leve} Environmental Impact Report (BIR) material. We have the following comments:

1. The Authority plans to avoid creating adverse impacts for freight operations when
designing the high speed train alignments. The City of San Mateo requests thal the
Authority not preclude alternative alignments solely 1o accommodaie the freight LO11-1
operations. The City prefers the tunnel or cul and cover alignment through the
City's downtown area which may not be compatible with freight operations using
diesel locomotives. The Revised Drafi Program EIR should include evaluation on
modifications o the UPRR s operations, including use of electrified locomotion for
the freight operations, so the underground aligmment can remain ¢ viable option for
the Peninsula.

2. The City understonds thai the secondary environmental impacts, such as property
acquisition, visual, noise and vibration, from mitigating effects on UPRR freight
operations will be further refined as part of the project-level design and analysis.
The City requests that the analysis on property acquisition impacts not be limited (o
the displacement and relocation of businesses and residences; bui 10 also include
the impacts on properties that will fronl the railroad after the right-of-way
acquisition. .

LO11-2

2.

3. The City also requests that future environmenial analysis on visual, noise and
vibration impacts should take into consideration not only existing conditions, bui
also approved projects along the train corridor. The Cily of San Mateo approved
the Bay Meadows Phase 11 Specific Plan Amendment in 2005, which allows for an
83-acre mixed-use transii-oriented development project. The development includes
a number of high rise office buildings planned for construction adjacent 1o the
iracks. There are concerns that noise created by high speed rail could reverberate
off these high rise buildings and project onto the hillside, resulting in a negative
noise impact.

LO011-3

QrpWAPWENGYChin-Sithh Speed Railv-comments on program EIR dac
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Response to Letter LO11 (Jack Matthews, City of San Mateo Office of the Mayor, April 26, 2010)

LO11-1

The 2008 Final Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR
Material assume that freight operations on the Peninsula would be
served by UPRR with their current diesel locomotives. The current
program level alignment in San Mateo is an elevated alignment that
would be capable of serving HST, Caltrain and UPRR operations. In
the project level evaluation, the Authority will evaluate design
options for the Peninsula and specifically San Mateo that include
below grade options. However, the project level evaluation will have
to assume that UPRR will continue to use diesel locomotives for
serving the Peninsula. At the time of writing this document, there is
no stated desire by UPRR to change its operating practices to include
the use of electric powered locomotives on the Peninsula.

LO11-2
See Standard Response 7.

LO11-3

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Cumulative impacts was not
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.17,
discusses cumulative impacts and mitigation strategies at the
program level including the Caltrain, roadway, and development
projects along the HST alternatives. More detailed analyses related
to cumulative impacts, including noise, will be performed during the
project-level EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed project
information is available for the selected HST alignment. The
cumulative project list will be updated as part of the project-level
EIR/EIS.
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Comment Letter LO12 (Carlos de Melo, City of Belmont Community Development Department, April 26, 2010)

Lo012
Kris Livingston
From: Carlos de Melo [cdemelo@belmont.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 4.22 PM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: City of Belmont Comments - Revised Draft Central Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail (HSR)
Program EIR/EIS o s
Attachments: Belmont Comment Letter - HSR EIR-EIS - 4-26-10.pdf CITY OF BELMONT
See attached. April 26,2010 Community Development Department
S .
Please get back to me with any questions. ! 11222;]){;52;\“75‘;?2
Thanks,
Mr. Dan Leavitt, Deputy Dircctor
Carlos de Melo California High Speed Rail Authority
Community Development Director 925 1, Strect, Suite 1425
City of Selmont ) Sacramento, CA 95814
One Twin Pines Lane, Suite 110
Belmont, CA 94002 3 N -
(650) 595-7440 - direct line RE: City of Bedlmont Comments
Revised Draft Ceniral Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail (HSR

(650) 637-2983 - fax

cdemelo@beimont.gov Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement EIR/EIS)
This letter transmits the comments of the City of Belmont for the Revised Draft Central Valiey to
Bay Area Jligh Speed Rail (HSR) Program Environmental Jmpact Report/Iinvironmental Impact

Statement (EIR/TIS).

Scoping Comments for Requested Study in Project EIR/EIS

The California ISR project will have a significant impact on the City of Belmont. The selected LoI2-1
HSR alignment along the current Caltrain right-of-way is located in the castern portion of the
City and provides a clcar demarcation of the City from east (o west. ) is important that the HSR
project include urban design and cngineering solutions 10 minimize impacts and potentially
reduce conmunity divisions or harriers.

The City of Belmont requests the CAIISRA address the following issucs 1o be included in the
Draft Central Valley 10 Bay Arca High Speed Rajl (HSR) Program BIR/EIS.

L0122

Creck Impacts

o Bvaluate impacts on Belmont Croek with regard to riparian habitat and creck flows.

Economic Impacts

o Evaluaic cconomic impacts to Belmont business arcas (Ralston Avenue, Old County [ T1.012-3
Road, Alameda De Las Pulgas, and El Camino Real Corridors) that may occur both
during construction due lo reduced access or traffic detours and after construction.

e Address impacts to BeJmont’s tax base during and afler construction resulting from the 1012-4
HSR Project.
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO12 - Continued

City of Belmont

Comments on Revised Draft Central Valey to Bay Arca High Speed Rail (1ISR)
Program linvironmental lmpact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/VIS)
April 26,2010

Page 2

Historie/Cultural Resources

o A current empty Jot at 700 Old County Road (northwest corner of Old County Road and
Ralston Avenue) contains historically sensitive items from the old “Angelo’s Comers” of
the 1850°s; any constuction in close proximity to this arca could destroy historic
artifacts.  Redevclopment of this corner envisions an open plaza to protect this
historically sensitive arca. Address appropriate historic resource treatment of this arca in
conjunction with the HSR project.

« Lvaluate the impact on historic structures/sites listed in the City of Belmont's Historic
Inventory — 1993. Identify alternatives that would avoid or minimize projcct impacts on
identified historic stractures or areas.

land Use Issues and Urban Design

« [ivaluate the potential impacts of associated land development and/or parking resulting
from the construction of the 1ISR facilities. This should include working witb City of
Belmant stafl to define a range of land use scenarios that might be generated from the
project. including the potential to sell air rights for development above an underground
rail option. Other impacts to be considered should include, but are not limited to, traffic
and parking, visual resourecs. open space, and cultural/historic resources.

Noise Impacls

e The City of Belmont has adopted a Noise Ordinance (2006), in accordance with adopted
goals and policics of the pencral plan which calls for "a noise environment that maintaing
a healthy living environment; fosters relaxation and recreation; is conducive fo the work
environment,; and provides pleasant living conditions. I is declared (o be the policy of
the city (o protect the peace, health and safety of its citizens from unreasonable noise...”
This Ordinance also defincs maximum allowable decibel limits within the City both
during construction and in cveryday operational capacities. Please cvaluate the ISR
project for consistency/compliance with the City’s Noisc Ordinance.

e The Revised Draft EIR/IS does not include noisc/vibration analyses to inform Belmont
of negative impacts to (he community. Evaluate how noise Jevels would vary with
different vertical track alignments (i.c. tunnel, trench, track at grade, elevated track) and
consider methods to reduce those impacts. Livaluate the impaet on adjacent propertics
caused hy vibrations assaciated with cach construction method and mitigations to reduce
those impacts.

Private/Public Property Impacts

»  Evaluatc the impacts of loss of real property valucs of adjacent and ncarby propertics due
1o the project. The analysis should consider the impacts of noise, vibration, increased

L012-6

L012-7

L012-8

L012-9

L012-10

City of Belmont X .

Cominents on Revised Draft Central Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail (11SR)

Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (FIR/EIS)

April 26,2010

Page 3
daily trains, visual impacts. of clevated structurcs, quality of lifc, changes to circulation
and access associated with the project.

e Analyze construction techniques that reduce construction and cxcavation impacts 1o
adjacent properties.

o The RIR/AIS analyzes impacts up 1o SO feet from the JIST corridor. The KIR/EIS should
assess acsthetics, visual, noisc, and vibration impacts {0 public/private property a greater
distance cast/west than currently oudined in the study.

Public Scrvices/Utilities

o Jivaluaitc the HSR clectrification impact on 1) Belmont utility rates, and 2) the City's
current 2.G.1:. subs(ation (which may be outdated and has provided inadequate and non-
timely scrvice restoration during power outages).

»  Belmont is approximately 40% complete with a full utility undergrounding projeet (via
PGE Rule 20A Funds) along the entire length of Old County Road within the City.
Evaluate the resulting impact of the HSR project on the Old County Road
Undergrounding Project.

Rail Alignment, Profile. and Right-of-

o The EIR/AIS should provide a complete analysis of all lincar rail corridor clevation

options including at-grade, elevated, or depressed including open trench and tunneling.

All options. particularly the tunneling option, should be cvaluated (o the same level of

detail as the clevated track proposal.  The tunncling/underground option would

significantly reducc/amelioratc many visual and acsthetic impacts associated with the
project as related to adjacent land uses within the community.

o Iivaluaic alternatives that would climinate or substantially minimize the need to acquire
additional right-of-way.

o The négative visual appearance of potential overhead clectrical power systems for the
HST including but not limited to: wires, mast arms, and support poles continues raisc
significant concerns. livaluate all feasible train tcchnologics (o climinate overhcad
constraction of (hese electrical systems in Belmont (if applicablce) and along the Caltrain
corridor, including usc of a third rail technology.

o Analyze the full wraffic circulation, safety, emergency responsc and economic impacts of
any proposcd closures of existing al grade crossings.

L012-10
cont.

Lo12-11

Lo12-12

Lo12-13

Lo12-14

L012-15

Lo12-16

L012-17

L012-18
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Comment Letter LO12 - Continued

City of Belmont

Comments an Revised Draft Central Valley (o Bay Area High Speed Rail (11SR)
Program Environmental Impact Report/Linvironmental Impact Statement (RIR/1ES)
April 26,2010

Page 4

e Analyze traffic impacts to City streets affected during construction, and specifically | Lo12-19
identify any streets that would be detoured or closed during construction of permanently
as part of the project.

Trees and Yegetation

o Analyze and mitigate the impacts of loss (removal or trimming) of significant (rees and L012-20
vegetation screening along the Caltrain right-of-way.

Visual Impacts
e Analyzc how visual impacts would vary with different vertical track alignments and Lo1z-21
identify ways (o reduce visual impacts (o the community.

o Tvaluate incorporating new and upgraded auto/pedestrian/bicycle grade scparations of the
railroad at the Ralston Avenuc and liarbor Boulevard Intersections (duc to potential | L012-22
clearance issues). Tvaluate the effect of the HSR project on bike lanes thal scrve cast-
west traffic in the City.

o The BIRADS should analyze how the project when built and during construction would | 191223
impact access on Cal'lrain, Samtrans and other local bus and shuttle scrvices within
Belmont.

The City of Belmont appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the Revised Draft
Central Valicy to Bay Arca High Speed Rail (HSR) Program linvironmental Impact
Report/Invironmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). Lo12-24

‘The City Jooks forward to working with CATISR staff on an ongoing basis to review alternatives,
impacts and mitigation measurcs for the project in Belmont.

Jf you have any questions abouf this Jetier, feel free to contact me at (650) 595-7440 or
cdemelo@belmont.gov.

U

“arlos de Mclo
Community Development Director

Sincerely,
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO12 (Carlos de Melo, City of Belmont Community Development Department, April 26, 2010)

LO12-1

As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR,
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or
community focal points in the corridor. In addition, construction of
grade separations where none previously existed would improve
circulation between neighborhood areas. The Authority Board
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and
at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the
Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward
into the project level alternatives screening. There is the potential
for temporary impacts to occur during construction including noise,
air quality (dust), visual quality, and traffic/circulation. Specific
locations and the scale of construction impacts will be further
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of
the HST system design, and the detailed studies necessary to
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and
mitigation can only be done at the project level.

L012-2

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hydrology and water
resources was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.14 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR. Program-level impacts and mitigation
strategies for streams and riparian habitats were discussed in the
2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water
Resources and 3.15, Biological Resources and Wetlands. More
detailed analyses will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis when more detailed design and location information will be
available. See also Standard Response 3.

LO12-3
See Standard Response 6.

LO12-4
See Standard Response 6.

LO12-5

The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material
related to Keesling's shade trees. The analysis for cultural resources
is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12,
Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources. A records search
and surveys to identify historic resources will be conducted as part of
the project-level EIR/EIS. Under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at
the project level include identification of resources, evaluation of
their significance under the National Register of Historic Places and
CEQA, identification of any substantial adverse effects, and
evaluation of potential mitigation measures. Specific resources
within the Area of Potential Effects will be further examined in detail
at the project level because the identification of potentially affected
resources and project effects and mitigation are dependent on the
HST location and system design, and can only be done at the project
level. See Standard Response 3 and Response to Comment LO03-
79.

LO12-6
See Responses to Comments L012-5 and L003-79.

LO12-7

See Standard Response 3. Because this is a program-level
document, the analysis considered the potential for land use and
planning impacts on a broad scale. Potential project-level impacts
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on land use, planning and development will be addressed in the
project-level EIR/EIS.

LO12-8
See Standard Response 5.

LO12-9

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. The noise analysis in the
2008 Final Program EIR was not one of those topics. Please see
Chapter 3.4 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed
information and analysis of noise and vibration impacts on sensitive
receptors and mitigation measures will be part of a project-level
EIR/EIS because the determination of impact is a product of the HST
system design and can only be done at the project level. The
project-level EIR/EIS would look at noise and vibration effects of
various profiles including at-grade, elevated, trench, and tunnel. See
also Standard Response 3.

The noise and vibration analysis in the 2008 Final Program EIR
identified potential noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors
or receivers, such as residences areas, schools, hospitals, and
parklands. Chapter 3.4 also discusses the potential benefits of
adding grade separations for existing railroads. Because this is a
program-level environmental document, the analysis of potential
noise and vibration impacts broadly compares the relative
differences in potential impacts between the alternatives and HST
alignment options. General mitigation strategies are also discussed.
See also Standard Response 5.

L0O12-10
See Standard Response 6 regarding property value.

LO12-11

More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including
impacts. See Standard Response 3.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO12-12

Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts. To
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility,
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of
development; or socioeconomic conditions. For the property impacts
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above to better
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the
improvements in the alignment alternatives. As noted in Chapter 3
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.

LO12-13

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public utilities was not one of
those topics. Please see Section 3.10 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.
The program level environmental process does not evaluate impacts
to existing infrastructure to this level of detail. The project level
environmental process will provide a more detailed evaluation of
impacts on existing infrastructure, but the HST is not anticipated to
have an impact on utility rates or impact existing substations.

LO12-14

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public utilities was not one of
those topics. Please see Section 3.10 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.
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The program level environmental process does not evaluate impacts
to existing infrastructure to this level of detail. The project level
environmental process will provide a more detailed evaluation of
impacts on existing infrastructure, including current projects. See
also Standard Response 3 and Response to Comment L012-13.

LO12-15

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives is being carried forward in the project-
level analyses. The March 2010 Revised Draft EIR Material identified
that some limited right-of-way acquisition would be required along
the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco and San Jose in some
narrow areas, if the Caltrain corridor is included in the network
alternative ultimately selected by the Authority.

L012-16
See Response to Comment L012-15.

L012-17
See Response to Comment 1053-7.

L012-18

Because this is a program-level document, the traffic analysis was
conducted on a broad scale. Project-specific effects as a result of
potential grade crossing closures will be evaluated at the project-
level. Also see Standard Responses 2 and 3.

L012-19

More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including
impacts related to construction staging areas, detours, and other
construction-related requirements. See Standard Response 3.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO012-20

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of mature trees
and other vegetation along the Caltrain corridor would be avoided to
the extent possible. Operational and construction impacts including
those related to the removal of trees along the Caltrain corridor will
be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS. Specific locations and
the scale of impacts will be further examined in detail at the project
level because they are a product of the HST system design, and the
detailed studies necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the
level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project
level.

L012-21

Through Belmont, the 2008 Final Program EIR analyzed an HST
alignment at the same grade as the existing Caltrain alignment. This
contributed to a visual impact rating of "low", as the addition of the
HST tracks would be similar to the already-existing Caltrain
infrastructure. Analysis of different vertical alignments will be
undertaken as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.

L012-22

Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, transit, parking and
temporary construction impacts will be conducted in the project-level
EIR/EIS for the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that
might be affected by the proposed HST station. This will be
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report. The
project-level traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate the effect
of the project and project construction on existing and planned
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Potential impacts on pedestrian and
bicycle connections to and across HST facilities will be analyzed.
Potential impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and feasible
mitigation measures will be documented in the Traffic, Transit,
Circulation and Parking Report.

@CAHFORNIA
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L012-23

Regional connectivity of HST and potential impact on other transit
services will be discussed in project-level EIR/EIS. Impacts to transit
including potential for inadequate capacity of feeder bus service,
potential for traffic congestion from project to disrupt or delay bus
service that serve or run near stations or other transit operations will
be evaluated. Potential impacts of project construction on transit
service will also be evaluated in detail.

LO12-24
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

@CAHFORNIA
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Comment Letter LO13 (George Dondero, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, April 22, 2010)

Lo13

Kris Livingston

From: Luis Mendez [Imendez@scerte.org]
?ent: E'!:‘I;d;yc:rﬁm 231. 2010 110 PM SANTA CRUZ COURTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
o: ents e ) Lo )
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments .Ea@ ¢., Sunte Cruz, A 1831) 460
Attachments: SKMBT_C55010042309210_Part1_pdf
April 22,2010
Dear Mr. itt,
ear Mir. Leavit Curt Pringle, Chair

Attached is a scanned copy of a comment letter on the revised EIR for the high speed rail segment from the Central
Valley to the Bay Area. The comments express support for the Pacheco Pass alternative The ariginal letter was mailed
this morning.

Sincerely,
Luis Mendez

Luis Pavel Mendez, Deputy Director

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95112

General #: (831) 460-3200; Direct #: (831) 460-3212
Mobile #: (408) 838-2392; Fax #: (831) 460-3215

Email: Imendez@sccrtc.org

HEMBER AGENCIES Uities uf

California High Speed Rail Authority
925 L. Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:  Support for the Pacheco Pass Alternative for the California High Speed Train between
the San Francisco Bay Area and the Central Valley

Dear Chair Pringle,

The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC) has considered the two
potential High Speed Rail alignments between the Bay Area and the Central Valley. The
SCCRTC supports the Pacheco Pass alignment and encourages your selection of Pacheco Pass as
the preferred alignment.

As one of the largest projects that California has ever undertaken it will have environmental
impacts regardlcss ofthe alternative selected. However, the Pacheco Pass alternative offers

the San Francicos Bav Areq o « Monterey Bay Region including:
gicaicr overall service to the San Francisco Bay Arca and the Monterey Bay Region including:

L013-1
. Service to the Monterey Bay Region through a station at Gilroy,
- Connection at the Gilroy station to planned passenger train service extension to
Monterey County,
- Connection at the Gilroy station to the planned Coast Daylight intercity service,
v Faster service between the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles, and
. Greater overall ridership.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this very important project. If you have any
questions or comments, please feel free to contact me (831-460-3202 or gdonderc ric.org)
or Luis Mendez of my staff (831-460-3212 or Jnx c.orp).

St ULU

(morge D cro
Executive Director

Recsery2ishared\CORRESP-Outg 1004 10.do¢

ce: Joe Simitian, 11" Senate District Abel Maldonado, 12" Senate District
Ana Caballero, 28" Assembly District
Michael Burns, Valley Transportation Authority

Bill Monning, 27" Assembly District
Carl Guardino, Silicon Valley Leadership Group
Debbie Hale, Transportation Agency for Monterey County

i Watsanvitle, Count

'CALIFORNIA

Page 14-133



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO13 (George Dondero, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, April 22, 2010)

LO13-1
Comment of support is acknowledged.

Page 14-134
@Eﬂ’:ﬂ:&ﬁmﬁ



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO14 (Celia Aceves, Modern Irrigation District Water and Power, April 22, 2010)

' L014
P.O. Box 4060
Modesio, CA 8

Walnt and Power (209) 526

April 22, 2010

California High-Speed Rail Authority
Attention: Dan Leavitt

925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: BayArea to Cena'a.' Vaﬂay High Speed Train Project
sites bety the Bay Area and Valley.

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

Thark you for allowing the District to comment on this referral. Following are the recommendations
from our Risk & Property, Electrical, Irrigation and Domestic Water Divisions:

Irrigation/Domestic Water/Risk & Property LO14-1
« No comments at this time.
Electrical

» The MID Electric Division does not have any comments at this time.

The Modesto Irrigation District reserves its future rights to utilize its property, its canal and
easements and rights-of-way, in a manner it deems for the and of electric,

and urban ic water and tels These noeds,
which have not yet been determined, may consist of polen crossarms, wires, cables, braces, Insulanm
transformers, service lines, open and any ¥ app

may, in District's opinion, be necessary or desirable.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 526-7433.

Sin/qarety

e e
Celia Aceves

Risk & Property Analyst

Copy: File

ORGANIZED 1887 « IRRIGATION WATER 1804 « POWER 1523 » DOMESTIC WATER 1984
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Response to Letter LO14 (Celia Aceves, Modern Irrigation District Water and Power, April 22, 2010)

LO14-1
Comment acknowledged.

Page 14-136
@Eﬂ’:ﬂ:&ﬁmﬁ



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO15 (Carol Anne Painter, Santa Clara Planning Division, April 23, 2010)

L0115
Kris Livingston
From: Payal Bhagat [PBhagat@SantaClaraCA. gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 2010 5:56 AM
To: HSR Comments
Ce: Gustavo Gomez
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments from City of Santa
Clara
Attachments: City of Santa Clara response to HSR Program EIR-EIS.pdf

Hello Mr. Leavitt,

Thank you for including the City of Santa Clara in the review of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train Project. Please find the attached comment letter. A hard copy of the
letter will be mailed to you.

N 5-
Please do not hesitate to contact me for any questions. L0151

Thank you again for including City of Santa Clara in the review process for the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Project. We reserve
the option to provide additional comments through the public review process for this project. We look forward to
working with you in the future.

Regards,

Payal Bhagat

Assistant Planner |l / Planning Division
(408) 615.2450 / FAX (408) 247.9857
www.santaclaraca.gov
pbhagat@santaclaraca.gov

Think Green: Think before you print.

Santa Clara Planning Division

April 23, 2010

" Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:  Draft Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement - Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST)

Dear Mr. Leavitt,

Thank you for including the City of Santa Clara in the review of the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report for the Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train
Project. The Planning Division and the Engineering Division have reviewed the
document and have the following comments:

Planning Division

¢ Onpage 3.7-5, bullet 3.7.2 under Study Area Defined states “For the property
impacts analysis, the study area is narrower — 50 ft (15m) on cither side of the
alignment centerlines...” We feel that 50 ft on either side of the centerline of the | 1,015.2
proposed alignment will not capture sufficient area for you analyze the effects of
the proposed High Speed Train on land use changes, patterns of development, or
socioeconomic conditions. Please expand the study are to 300 {t on either side of
the alignment centerline.

« On page 3.7-7, bullet 3.7.2 (B) under Existing Land Uses — Dumbarton to San
Jose states “Through the City of Santa Clara, the adjacent uses consist of mixed L0153
use, moderate-density residential, office/research and development, and medium -
density residential.” Because the preferred High Speed Train alignment abuts to
single family residential properties as well, please add single family residential to
the list of existing land use.

* On page 3.12-26, bullet 3.12.6 (B) under Historic Properties/Resources, as part of
the mitigation measure for preservation of historic properties along the proposed
High Speed Train alignment, please add provision where the lead agency, local L015-4
Jjurisdiction, and State Office of Historic Preservation enter into a Programmatic
Agreement or Memorandum of Understanding stating the treatment plan
describing methods for the preservation, stabilization, shoring/underpinning, and
monitoring of historic buildings, structures, and objects.

1500 Warburton Avenue
Santa Clara, GA 95050
(408) 8152450

FAX (408) 247-9857
www santaciaraca. gov

CALIFORNIA
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Comment Letter LO15 - Continued

Engineering Department

e On page 2-G-2, section 2-G.1.1.1, Station Location, under Santa Clara: states
“Because the downtown San Jose (Diridon) station site would provide sufficient LO15-5
connectivity to San Jose airport for the foreseeable future, the Authority has
determined that the HST system would have no HST station at Santa Clara.” Please
explain how the connectivity from the San Jose High Speed Train Station to the San
Jose Airport would be accomplished?

¢ Onpage 3.10-A-1, section 3.10-A-1.1.3, Wastewater Treatment and Water Service,
City of Santa Clara is not recognized as one of the cities having wastewater treatment | L015-6
and water services in the vicinity of the study area. Please add the City of Santa Clara
to the list.

»  On page 35, section 4.9, Public Utilities (Section 3.10), under Impact 1. Conflict with
Utilities, first paragraph states “The evaluation considered three of the most common | L015-7
major facilitics that may pose construction challenges as representative utility
conflicts: electrical transmission lines, and natural gas facilities.” Please add the
name of the third facility to the list.

Again, thank you for including the City of Santa Clara in. the review process for the Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Bay L015-8
Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (FIST) project. We reserve the option to provide
additional comments through the public review process for this project. We look forward
to working with you in the future.

Sincerely,

Carol Antfe Painter
City Planner

Cc: Kevin Riley, Director of Planning and Inspection

Rajeev Batra, Director of Public Works/City Engineer

Ci\Documents and Settings\pbhagat\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK35\CSC response to HSR
Program EIR-EIS.doc
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO15 (Carol Anne Painter, Santa Clara Planning Division, April 23, 2010)

LO15-1
Comment acknowledged.

LO15-2

See Standard Response 3. Because this is a program-level
document, the analysis considered the potential for property impacts
on a broad scale. Potential project-level impacts on property will be
addressed in the project-level EIR/EIS.

LO15-3

"Single-family residential” has been added to text in the Revised
Final Program EIR.

LO15-4

See Response to Comment L003-79. The Authority, FRA, and the
SHPO will continue to coordinate as the project moves into project-
level analysis. This may include the preparation of a Programmatic
Agreement for the entire program and/or Memorandum of
Agreements (MOAs) for specific project sections. Both of these will
be evaluated and, if identified to be appropriate, will be prepared in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
at the project-level by the Authority and the FRA in consultation with
the SHPO.

LO15-5

Connectivity from Diridon station to San Jose Mineta International
Airport was discussed on Page 8-21 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.
Connection between Diridon Station and the airport is currently
served by a light rail connection combined with a free airport shuttle
service.

"Diridon Station is the preferred HST station location option for
downtown San Jose and the Southern Bay Area, serving Caltrain,
ACE Commuter Rail, the Capitol Corridor, Amtrak long distance

services, VTA buses and light rail, and a possible future link to BART
(from Fremont). Diridon Station is a multi-modal hub that maximizes
connectivity to downtown San Jose, San Jose International Airport
(Diridon Station is just over 3 miles from San Jose International
Airport and the City of San Jose expects there will be a direct local
rail line connecting these to two major transportation hubs), and the
southern Bay Area, and would have high ridership potential. The
Authority has identified the Diridon Station as the preferred HST
station location option for San Jose and the southern Bay Area.
Diridon Station is favored by the City of San Jose and the Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA)."

LO15-6

Comment acknowledged. This change will be provided as part of the
addendum to the Revised Final Program EIR.

LO15-7

Comment acknowledged. This change will be provided as part of
the addendum to the Revised Final Program EIR.

LO15-8
Comment acknowledged.

@CAHFORNIA
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Comment Letter LO16 (Chris Barton, East Bay Regional Park District, April 19, 2010)

L6

Kris Livingston

From: Chris Barton [charton@ebparks_org)

Sent: Monday, April 18, 2010 2:26 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Attachments: EERPD Comments on Revised PDEIR with attachments. pdf

Pease find attached East Bay Regional Park District comments on the above referenced project. April 19, 2010

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Chris Barton

Senior Planner | Environmental Programs

East Bay Regional Park District

2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA 94605

Tel: 510-544-2627 | Fax: 510-569-1417

charton@ehparks.org | www.ebparks.org Subject: East Bay Regional Park District Comments on Revised Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed

Rail Project.

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY | This efectronic message and any files or itced with it may be fal, privitcged, or
proprietary information of the East Bay Regional Park District. The information s solely for the use of the individuzl or entity to which it was intended to
be addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that use, distribution, or copying of this e-mail s strictly

prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately, destroy any copies, and delete it from your system.
Dear Mr. Leavitt,

5 Please cansider the environment before you print

Thank you for providing the East Bay Regional Park District (“District”) with a copy of the
Revised Draft Program EIR for the proposed Bay Area to Central Valley Rail Project
(“Project”). The District previously provided comments on the California High Speed Rail
Project Programmatic EIR/EIS and the Regional Rail Plan. We found these documents to not
provide sufficient level of detail for us to understand and evaluate the project. Copies of our
correspondence on these earlier projects are provided for your reference and incorporated

herein.

The District owns or operates 65 regional parks and more than 1,100 miles of regional trails in
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. This encompasses more than 100,000 acres of public
land. impacts associated with acquiring and using property adjacent to Union Pacific Railroad
right of way for the project concern us and should be avoided where our parks or adjacent
open space may be impacted. As with the original Programmatic EIR/EIS prepared for the
project, the Revised EIR does not provide sufficient information for us to understand how our
facilities may be impacted.

L016-1

We believe that programmatic analysis should identify parks and trails that may be affected by
the project. This will help us understand and evaluate the project at a programmatic level.
Foreseeable impacts to trails, active and passive forms of recreation and general operations of
our facilities should be addressed in the Programmatic EIR and quantified in greater detail in
subsequent project specific analysis.

Page 14-140
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO16 - Continued

As 'with previous comment letters, we call attention to five regional parks and eight regional
trails that may be affected by the proposed Project. Potential impacts to these parks and trails
should be identified and fully evaluated in the EIR/EIS.

Potentially affected Regional Parks:

Brushy Peak Regional Preserve

Shadow Cliffs Regional Recreation Area
Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park

Vargas Plateau Regional Park

Quarry Lakes Regional Recreation Area

oooDoao

Potentially affected Regional Trails:

Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory Regional Trail
Shadow Cliffs to Del Valle Regional Trail

San Joaquin County to Shadow Cliffs Regional Trail
San Francisco Bay to San joaquin River Regional Trail
San Francisco Bay Ridge Regional Trail

Alameda Creek Regional Trail

Iron Horse Regional Trail

San Francisco Bay Trail and local connections

DooOooocoD

Should you have questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (510) 544-2627.
Sincgrely,
4,&\%;\/
Chris Barton
Senior Planner

Attachments (2)

L016-1
cont.

October 16, 2007

Mr. Dan Leavitt Mr. David Valenstein

California High Speed Rail Authority US Department of Transportation

925 L. Street, Suite 1425 Federal Railroad Administration

Sacramento, CA 95814 1120 Vermont Avenue N.W. M/S 20
Washington, DC 20590

Subject: Comments on DEIR/EIS for Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train

Dear Messrs Leavitt and Valenstein,

Thank you for providing the East Bay Regional Park District (“District”) with a copy of the Draft
Program Environmental impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/S) for the
proposed Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train (“Project’). This document covers the
Bay Area portion of the proposed California High Speed Rail Project.

The District owns or operates 65 regional parks and more than 1,100 miles of regional trails in
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. This encompasses more than 97,000 acres of public
land. The project maps in the DEIR/S do not show 62 of 65 regional parks or any of the
regional trails cwned or operated by the District

We have identified that at least nine regional parks and eight regional trails may be affected by
the Project. Of these public facilities, Pleasanton Ridge and Vargas Plateau Regional Parks,
and Alameda Creek Regional Trail would be significantly impacted by the proposed Project. An
additional three parks and one trail have the potential to be significantly impacted. Potential
impacts to these public facilities are not identified, discussed or mitigated in the DEIR/S.

The District has taken no position on the proposed Project. However, we believe that the
DEIR/S is inadequate because it fails to identify or mitigate potentially significant impacts to
public parks and trails owned or operated by the District. And for these reasons, we believe that
the DEIR/S does not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, National
Environmental Policy Act and the Department of Transportation Act. Attached are the District's
comments on the DEIR/S and the Project’s potential impacts to regional parks and trails.

Should you have questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (510) 544-2622.
Sincerely,
) 5
uA
Brad Olson

Environmental Programs Manager

Attachments (3)

'CALIFORNIA
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Comment Letter LO16 - Continued

CC. Steve Heminger, Metropolitan Transportation Commission bec. ‘L—'aor‘:;/i _\I{\‘I)igstaff, The Nature Gonservancy

District Board of Directors
Pat O’Brien, General Manager
Robert E. Doyle, Asst. General Manager
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO16 - Continued

East Bay Regional Park District
Detailed comments on the Draft EIR/S for
the proposed Bay Area to Central Valiey High-Speed Train
October 16, 2007

As stated in our cover letter to these comments, we believe that the DEIR/S is inadequate
because 1.) it fails to identify and mitigate potentially significant impacts to public parks and
trails, and 2.) it does not comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Department of Transportation
Act, Sections 4(f) and 6(f). The following comments describe how the DEIR/S does not
adequately address impacts to public parks and frails, and how it does not comply with the
requirements of CEQA, NEPA, DOT Act and associated regulations.

Potentially significant effects to r@ionaf parks and trails in the Project area

At least nine regional parks and eight regional trails may be impacted by the proposed project.
This was determined by projecting the proposed rail alignments over existing base maps
developed by the District for these parks and trails. These maps of District parks and trails are
available of the Districts website www.ebparks.org. Potential impacts to regional parks and
trails are also identified and summarized in Table 1, which is attached to this letter

Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park: Construction of the Dumbarton-Fremont Central Park &
Livermore UPRR Alignment would impact Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park, near the City of
Pleasanton, in Alameda County. This 6,427 acre park would be impacted by construction and
operation of approximately 4,000 feet of new railroad tunnel. In addition, there would likely be
service vaults, ventilation shafts and emergency exits constructed on parkiand, and
maintenance easements over parkland to operate and maintain this tunnel. Potential
construction impacts considered significant under CEQA and NEPA include tunnef boring,
trucking of excavated materials, staging, light, noise, dust, loss of wildiife habitat, and disruption
to park visitors and wildlife. Potential permanent impacts include loss of public parkland, plus
impacts from night-time lighting, train noise at tunnel openings, and disturbances to park visitors
and wildlife. See attached Figure 1 for more information on the location of the potential impacts
to Pieasanton Ridge.

Vargas Plateau Regional Park: Construction of the Dumbarton-Fremont Central Park &
Livermore UPRR Alignment and/or the Niles Subdivision Line to Interstate 880 Alignment would
impact Vargas Plateau Regional Park, near the City of Fremont in Alameda County. This 1,030
acre park would be impacted by construction and operation of approximately 11,000 feet of new
railroad tunnel. In addition, there would likely be service vaults, ventitation shafts and
emergency exits constructed on parkiand and maintenance easements over parkland to operate
and maintain these railroad tunnels. Potential construction impacts considered significant under
CEQA and NEPA include tunnel boring, trucking of excavated materials, staging, light, noise,
dust, loss of wildlife habitat, and disruption to park visitors and wildlife. Potential permanent
impacts include loss of public parkiand, plus impacts from night-time lighting, train noise at
tunne! openings, and disturbances to park visitors and wildlife. See Figure 1 for more
information on the location of the potential impacts to Vargas Plateau.

Alameda Creek Regional Trail: This trail consists of eleven miles of Class | muiti-modal trail and
27 acres of parkland and visitor facilities along both the north and south sides of Alameda Creek
between Niles Canyon and Coyote Hills Regional Park. Construction of the Dumbarton-

Fremont Central Park & Livermore UPRR Alignment would appear to require a new bridge
across Alameda Creek near the western end of Niles Canyon. Such a bridge would result in
significant visual and noise impacts to park and trail users along Alameda Creek and Vargas
Plateau. Further, it appears that a second bridge across Alameda Creek would be necessary
for the Niles Subdivision Line to Interstate 880. This bridge would also cross over the Alameda
Creek Trail. Potential construction impacts considered significant under CEQA and NEPA
include tunnel boring in Niles Canyon, trucking of excavated materials, staging, light, noise,
dust, loss of wildiife habitat, and disruption to park and trail users and wildlife. Potentiafly
significant impacts could also include temporary closure of existing park and trail facilities for
Project construction. There could also be permanent loss of open space, plus the addition of
night-time lighting, train noise at tunnel openings and disturbances to park visitors, trail users
and wildlife.

Additional trails are planned to connect Alameda Creek Trail to Garin Regional Park to the north
and Vargas Plateau to the south, including completion of a three-mile key gap in the 54 mile
Bay Area Ridge Trail across Niles Canyon. Possible conflicts between rail design and planned
public access in Niles Canyon should also be fully evaluated and mitigated in the DEIR/S.

Highway 84 parallels Alameda Creek through Niles Canyon. It is a designated State Scenic
Highway. Visual impacts to this Scenic Highway would be considered significant under CEQA.
In addition, there are several existing aqueducts, rail lines and bridges running through or
across Niles Canyon that might be adversely affected by the Project.

Purpose of an Environmental Impact Report

CEQA requires that an EIR provide sufficient analysis and detail about a project and

environmental impacts of the project to enable informed decision-making by the CEQA Lead
and Responsible agencies, and fo provide for informed participation by the public. See CEQA
Guidelines § 15151; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal.App.3d 692 (1990).
Both the public and decision-makers need to fully understand the implications of the choices
presented by the Project, mitigation measures and alternatives. See Laurel Heights
Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of University of California, 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 (1993). The
subject DEIR/S does not comply with the requirements of CEQA Guidefines § 15151.

As it relates to the Districts mission to provide for public open space, parks and trails, and in
compliance with the requirements of CEQA, the DEIR/S should specifically state which parks
(and trails) will be impacted by the proposed Project. These impacts can be identified now by
overlaying the proposed rail routes on base maps showing all public parkiands. Identification
and evaluation of impacts to parks should not be differed to a future Project-level environmental
document. The number and location of potentially affected parks by route has been quantified
in the DEIR/S. And while these parks are known to the authors of the subject DEIR/S, their
specific names and locations have not been provided in the DEIR/S. Such an approach clearly
violates the basic requirements of CEQA to provide for full disclosure of impacts, to enable
informed decision-making and to provide for informed public participation in the review process.

The EIR/S at a minimum should contain a list or table with the specific names of all potentially
affected parks by proposed route. The EIR/S should also contain programmatic impact analyses
and mitigation measures for the project impacts to parks, such as permanent loss of parkland,
constructive use, visual impacts, noise, etc. Such mitigation measures should also have
specific performance criteria to demonstrate that the EIR/S complies with the requirements of
CEQA, NEPA and DOT Act.

'CALIFORNIA
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Comment Letter LO16 - Continued

Table 1 -~ Potential High Speed Rail Project Impacts to Regional Parks and Trails

. i Right-of-Way | Co i i i
Purpose of an Environmental impact Statement Regional Parks Encr(:a‘::fhn’:nt .'—L;’—f)%% Qﬂr%iast;—na Eetheflcs
Council of Environmental Quality NEPA regulations, 40 CFR 1502.1 “purpose” states (in part)
that an Environmental Impact Statement “shall provide full and fair discussion of significant . . }
environmental impacts and shall inform decision makers and the public of the reasonabie ?’“ShY Peak None Boring, Tunnel opening | Greenville Road
alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the Potentially significant excavation, ~500 S of park, | Station, lights,
human environment”. We could find no information in the DEIR/S providing a “full and fair trueking, etc new station* fences*
discussion of significant environmental impacts® because the DEIR/S appears to have failed to
identify potentially significant impacts to regional parks and trails owned or operated by the Shadow Cliffs Unlikely - Track ~2,000 feet of Lights, fences
District. installation track ~150 feet

N of park
Section 4(f) impacts to public parklands
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation (DOT) Act of 1966 (49 USC § 303) requires . ~ , . .
that impacts to public parkiands must be evaluated to determine how they may be affected by a ESI?;:;»'T::‘RMQ& tul:'n‘r‘\]glo s?z: ;ﬁ: exe‘a)\r/lggc;n ?;]ugpslegfzgng opce):;;u?igﬁlts
proposed project. This law requires that impacts to public parkland must be avoided uniess main{enance ’ truckin et(;* fenc’es" '
there is no “prudent or feasible alternative” and that “the program or project includes all possible easements* 9,

planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfow! refuge of
national, state, or local importance”. We could find no discussion in the DEIR/S identifying

Section 4(f) impacts to any of the regional park and trail facilities operated by the District.

Vargas Plateau ~11,000" of new Boring, Three tunnel Three tunnel
The discussion in Section 3.16 of the DEIR/S (Affected Environment) identifies the number of * Significant tunnel, staging, | excavation, openings in or openings,
potentially affected parks within close proximity to the various alternative rail alignments. This maintenance | trucking, etc* near park* bridge, lights,
information is of little or no value in identifying the location of the potentially affected public easements* fences*
parklands enumerated in the DEIR/S. As described above, it is clear that Pleasanton Ridge,
Vargas Plateau and Alameda Creek Trail would be impacted by the proposed Dumbarton-
Fremont Central Park & Livermore UPRR Alignment and/or the Niles Subdivision Line to 1-880. Dry Creek/ Pioneer None Track Minor Minor
Section 6(f) impacts to public recreational lands installation
Several District regional parks, recreational areas and trails were acquired in part using grant . . .
funds obtained through the Land and Water Conservation Fund. Section 6(f) of the DOT Act of Garin Nene _ Track Minor Minor
1966 (49 USC § 303) “prohibits the conversion to a non-recreational purpose of property ir on
acquired or developed with these grants without the approval of the US Department of the
Interior (DO) National Park Service”. Land and Water Conservation Funds were used to Quarry Lakes Possibly for Track <100 feet E & S | Bridge widening,
acquire portions of Pleasanton Ridge and Coyote Hills Regional Parks. As previously described *Potentially significant new tracks installation of park* lights, fencing
in this letter, approximately 4,000 feet of tunnel wouid be constructed through Pleasanton
Ridge. This would require use of recreational land for a “non-recreational purpose”. Table 1
also identifies Coyote Hills as another potentially affected park. We could not tell from the Coyote Hills Possibly Track Minor Minor
project maps if the proposed project would require use of any parkland at Coyote Hills for the installation |
Project. The DEIR/S does not appear to document any consultation between the DOT and DOI bridge !
regarding potential Section 6(f) impacts. The DEIR/S is deficient in this respect.

i i her Federal Agencies with jurisdiction X . .

Consultation with othe alA hjursdictio Middie Harbor Possibly for Tunnel Tunnel Minor

Section 102 (C) of NEPA (42 USC § 4332) states that “prior to making any detailed statement, *Potentially significant | tunnel facilities | construction®

the responsible Federal official shall consuilt with and obtain the comments of any Federal
agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental
impacts involved.” We could find no information in the DEIR/S describing Section 6(f)
consultation on impacts to public parks and recreational areas.
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Table 1 — Potential High Speed Rail Project impacts to Regional Parks and Trails

RIS €4605.0300

Redgional Trails Right-of-Way | Construction Operating Esthetics August 28, 2007
Encroachment Noise Noise
Katie Balk
Shadow Cliffs to ~25’ Crossing Track Minor Lights, fences Regional Rail Project Offices
Morgan Territory installation c/o BART, Kaiser Building
. 300 Lakeside Drive, 16" Floor
Oakland, CA 94612
Shadow Cliffs to Del None Track Minor Lights, fences
Valle installation Subject: Comments on the Draft Regional Raif Plan
Dear Ms. Balk,
San.Joaquin County Potentially Track Minor Lights, fences
to Shadow Cliffs multiple installation Thank you for providing the East Bay Regional Park District (“District”) with the notice of
crossings review for the Draft Regional Rail Plan (“Plan”). The District is very concerned that the
Plan will have significant adverse impacts on approximately 24 regional parks and trails
owned or operated by the District. We are especially concerned with the Departiment of
Shadow Cliffs to ~25' Crossing Track Minor Lights, fences Transportation Act Section 4(f) impacts and Land and Water Conservation Act Section
Alameda Craek installation 6(f) impacts along the proposed 1-80 and 1-580/Tri-Vailey Corridors.
The Plan states that “notable environmental concerns have been identified”. Despite
Alameda Creek Multiple Track Tunne! Lights, fences, several requests, there has been no written information made available for public review
*Significant crossings, installation, | openings above bridge(s) * that supports the statement or provides any substantial analysis of such impacts. The
possible bridge(s) * trail/park* Plan should not be considered for approval until there is adequate opportunity for public
closure* review of the supporting information and impact analyses. The following are the
District's comments on the Plan.
Bay Ridge ~25' Crossing Track Minor Lights, fences Goals
installation One of the goals for the Plan is to “create well-designed, walkable communities with a
mix of transit services nearby”. We suggest that this goal more explicitly state that
“walkable communities” includes the use of regional trails to provide connection to rail
Iron Horse ~25’ Crossing Track Minor Lights, fences corridors and nearby transit services. For example, some of the East Bay BART
installation stations have existing connections to the ircn Horse Regional Trall, a multi-modal
regional trail. These BART stations include Dublin, Walnut Creek, Pleasanton Hill and
Multiple Concord. Other connections are planned for North Concord and West Dublin.
San Francisco Bay crossings, Track Minor Lights, fences
*Potentially Significant possible installation Use of Regional trails provides an alternative, non-motorized (i.e. pedestrians and
closure* bikes) means of access to BART stations that does not contribute to traffic congestion
or air pollution, and decreases the demand for parking and fuel consumption. There are
numerous other existing and planned trail connections to BART, including the San

Francisco Bay and Delta-DeAnza Regional Trails. We strongly encourage that “rail
connections to regional trails” be added as a goal for the Plan.
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Alternatives

Based upon the proposed locations and descriptions for the Plan alternatives, there
may be conflicts between the Plan and District park and trail facilities. Analysis of these
alternatives should include potential impacts to District facilities that may be located in
close proximity to proposed rail system improvements.

Interstate 80 Corridor: Rail improvements along the {-80 corridor north of Richmond
have the potential to impact several regional parks and trails. The Plan should consider
alternatives that avoid or minimize impacts to the following parks and trails:

s}

Doocoooooo

Point Pinole Regional Shoreline

San Pablo Bay Shoreline

Lone Tree Point

Carquinez Strait Regional Shoreline

Martinez Regional Shoreline

San Francisco Bay Trail and local connectors
Iron Horse Regional Trail

Wildcat Creek Regional Trail

Hercules to Briones Regional Trail
Carquinez Strait to Briones Regional Trail

Interstate 580/Tri-Valley Corridor: Rail improvements along the i-580/Tri-Valiey
corridor from Altamont Pass to Interstate 80 via Niles Canyon (Highway 84) has the
potential to impact several regional parks and trails. The Plan should consider
alternatives that avoid or minimize impacts to the foliowing parks and trails:

=)

oo

00000 o0oDDOo0ooOOn

Brushy Peak Regional Preserve

Shadow Cliffs Regional Recreation Area
Pleasanton Ridge Regional Park

Vargas Plateau Regional Park

Dry Creek/Pioneer Regional Park

Quarry Lakes Regional Recreation Area

Alvarado Wetlands (i.e. Eden Landing)

Hayward Regional Shoreline

Shadow Cliffs to Morgan Territory Regional Trail
Shadow Cliffs to Del Valle Regional Trail

San Joaquin County to Shadow Cliffs Regional Trail
San Francisco Bay to San Joaquin River Regional Trail
San Francisco Bay Ridge Regional Trail

Alameda Creek Regional Trail

Iron Horse Regional Trail

San Francisco Bay Trail and local connections

Pacheco Pass Corridor: Some of the above parks and trails may aiso be affected by
the Pacheco Pass alternative where it might require an expanded right-of-way along the
East Bay Shoreline to Oakland.

AN

All of these parks and trails are described in our 1997 Master Plan and associated
maps. Maps of these parks and the District's Master Plan can be obtained from the
District's website at http.//www.ebparks.org/.

Mapping

Many of the figures provided in the Plan overlook a number of regional parks. Other
regional parks which have been included on the maps are incorrectly labeled as federal
lands. Many of the regional park boundaries shown on these exhibits are considerably
out of date.

The District operates 65 regional parks (including three State parks) on over 97,000
acres of public parkland. Accurate mapping of these public lands is essential for a full
disclosure and evaluation of project impacts, alternatives and mitigation measures for
project impacts to public tands. Current boundaries and locations for regional parks and
trails can be found on the District's website.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important plan. Please call me at
(510) 544-2622 should you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

"Brad Olson

Environmental Programs Manager

cc.  District Board of Directors
Pat O'Brien, General Manager
Robert E. Doyle, Assistant General Manager
Laura Thompson, ABAG Bay Trail

CALIFORNIA
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Response to Letter LO16 (Chris Barton, East Bay Regional Park District, April 19, 2010)

LO16-1

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public parks and recreation
was not one of those topics. Parks and recreational issues are
discussed Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks
and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR at an appropriate
level for a program-level review. More detailed analyses related to
impacts on recreational resources during construction and operation
will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when
more detailed design and location information will be available. See
also Standard Response 3.
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Comment Letter LO17 (Richard Cline, City of Menlo Park, April 22, 2010)

Kris Livingston

Lo17
Kris Livingston
—
From: Taylor, Charles W [CWTaylor@menlopark.org]
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 6:33 PM
To: HSR Comments
Ce: Rojas, Glen; . Kent D Jerom binson, Starla L; Cline, Richard A; Dan Leavit
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Attachments: City of Menlo Park comment on the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised EIR for the High

Speed Rail 4-22-10,pdf; Attachment - Menlo Park Comments on High Speed Rail Draft EIR-
EIS $-25-07 pdf

Mr. Dan Leavitt,

| have attached the City of Menlo Park’s official comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
for the High Speed Rail project. The City’s letter also includes an attachment which is also included in this email.

| am also mailing this letter as well as FAXing.

Please confirm receipt of the City of Menlo Park’s comments via email.
Thank you,

Chip Taylor

Transportation Manager
City of Menlo Park

From: Dan Leavitt

Sent: Friday, April 23, 2010 7:56 AM

To: Taylor, Charles W; HSR Comments; ‘Danae Aitchison’

Cc: Rojas, Glen; Steffens, Kent D; Jerome-Robinson, Starla L; Cline, Richard A
Subject: RE: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Chip,

Thank you. We have received your comments.

Dan Leavitt

1:916-322-1397

e: dleavitt@hsr.ca.gov
www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov

< £
@High-Speed Rait Authority

From: Taylor, Charles W [mailto:CWTaylor@menlopark.org]

Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2010 6:33 PM

To: HSR Comments

Cc: Rojas, Glen; Steffens, Kent D; Jerome-Robinson, Starla L; Cline, Richard A; Dan Leavitt
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

ivir. Dan Leavitt,

| have attached the City of Menlo Park’s official comments on the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR
for the High Speed Rail project. The City’s letter also includes an attachment which is also included in this email.

1 am also mailing this letter as well as FAXing.

Please confirm receipt of the City of Menlo Park’s comments via email.
Thank you,

Chip Taylor

Transportation Manager
City of Menlo Park

'CALIFORNIA
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RICHARD CLINE

JOHN BOYLE
VICE MAYOR

ANDREW COHEN
COUNCIL MEMBER

HEYWARD ROBINSON
COUNCH. MEMBER

KELLY FERGUSSON
COUNCIL MEMBER

Building
TEL 650.330.6704
FAX 650.327.5403

City Clerk
TEL 6503306620
FAX 650.328.7935

City Coundl
TEL 650.330.6630
FAX 6503287935

City Manager's Qffice
TEL650.330.6610
FAX 650.328.7935

Community Services
TEL 650.330.2200
FAX 650.324.1721

Engineering
TEL 650330.6740
FAX 650.327.5497

Environmental
TEL 650330.6763
FAX 650.327.5497

Finance
TEL 650,330,640
FAX 650,327.5391

Housing &

Redevelopment
TEL 650.330.6706
FAX 650327.1759

TEL 650,330.2500
FAX 650.327.7030

Maintenance
TEL 6503306780
FAX 650.327.1953

Personnel
TEL 650330.6670
FAX 650.327.5382

Planning
TEL 650,330.6702
FAX 650.327.1653

Police
TEL 650,330,6300
FAX 6503274314

Transportation
TEL 650.330.6770
FAX 650.327.5497

701 LAUREL STREET, MENLO PARK, CA 94025-3483
www.menlopark.org

CITY OF

April 22, 2010

California High Speed Rail Authority

Attn: California High Speed Train

Central Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: City of Menlo Park Comments on the Revised Draft Centrat
Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS

Members of the Authority:

The City of Menlo Park has continued concemns that the revised EIR
doesn't have sufficient information to fully evaluate and reach a
conclusion regarding the optimal route into the Bay Area. The Authority
should continue to make all efforts to analyze alternate routes and/or
methods in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the Peninsula
area from the alignment of the High Speed Train (HST).

The Authority has indicated in the notice for comments on the EIR that
responses are only required for those portions of the DEIR/EIS that it
has modified since the prior circulation period. The City disagrees that
this requirement fits within CEQA. Rather, the standard is that set in
Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of Califomia
(1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112. Under that standard, public comment must be
allowed if there is new information or changed circumstances that have
arisen since the EIR was last circulated, and that
information/circumstances indicates that the project will have new or
substantially increased impacts, or "if the EIR is changed in a way that
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way
to mitigate or avoid such an effect.” There have been several
circumstances that justify comments beyond the changes the Authority
has explicitly made in the EIR. These include, but are not limited to,
new ridership information, updated Business Plan, and the potential
issues related to the Union Pacific raiiroad and their rights fo use the
tracks.

Lo17-1

L0172

The City of Menio Park would continue to be directly affected by the
project and several of the alternatives, whether through the Caltrain
mainline or the Dumbarton Rail Corridor. Menlo Park has previously
expressed its concerns related to the project and new rail activity on
either of the two rail lines. The City's letter on the 2007 draft EIR for this
segment is included as an attachment to this letter and should be
considered by the Authority as part of the City's official comments on
the current draft program EIR. In addition to the City’s previous letter
the City reiterates here that the following new and unresolved issues
that need to be addressed when determining the most appropriate
route:

1. Ridership Estimates - The Authority should ensure that the
Program level studies use accurate, publicly available, peer
reviewed models, coefficients, datasets, etc. in all ridership
simulations and analyses. The effect of recent questionable
coefficients within the business plan related to the ridership
model should be clearly explained. Menlo Park asserts that the
data used to drive the route and preferred alternate decisions
was based upon older ridership data which may or may not have
altered the outcome and thereby influenced one route over
another. The EIR should explain in clear detail the data used to
determine the routes and alternatives and how the recent
ridership numbers impact the routes analyzed in the EIR.

2. Financial analysis and Business Plan - The Authority should
ensure that the Program level studies use accurate, publicly-
available, peer-reviewed models, coefficients, datasets, etc. inits
Business Plan and financial analyses.

3. Route Alternatives — The Authority should analyze a broad
spectrum of alternatives for connectivity from San Jose to San
Francisco to fully understand the impacts. One specific
alternative should be the continued analysis of terminating the
HST project in either San Jose or Union City and connecting to
an expanded, local transit network with time-coordinated
connections. This analysis should include the possibility of
sending some HSTs all the way to San Francisco on shared
tracks with Caltrain, so that HST passengers wouid not have to
change trains in San Jose or Union City. These train sets could
run at speeds similar to the current Caltrain trains. The analysis
should also include potential upgrades to the Caltrain line such
as additional grade separations, track improvements (including
widening to three and four tracks at strategic locations), station
improvements, electrification, positive train control, etc. These
types of alternatives would significantly reduce the impacts to the
Peninsula and reduce project costs by avoiding duplication of

L017-3
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L017-5

L017-6

L017-7
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train services, while still providing a way to serve High Speed
Rail and meeting the Proposition 1A’s requirement to build a
High Speed Rail line between San Francisco and Los Angeles.

. Vertical Alignment —Additional alternatives for construction of the

HST underground through the Peninsula should be carefully
studied and included in the document. This alternative would
significantly reduce and/or eliminate many of the impacts
associated with the system. The underground alternative could
also be constructed in specific areas of greatest impact such as
Menlo Park with narrow right-of-way and impacts to the overalt
character of the downtown. This alternative would aiso meet the
goals of the HST by providing connectivity to San Francisco in a
timely manner. The option of undergrounding both Caltrain and
HST should be analyzed. The analysis should consider the
positive environmental impacts of having all tracks underground,
including effects on noise, vibration, aesthetics, property values,
etc. With respect to financial feasibility, the air rights above a
completely underground system couid be sold to help offset the
cost of the system with this alternative. Such uses could include
linear parks, pedestrian and bicycle paths, bus rapid transit
corridors, multi-unit housing, commercial development, etc.

The EIR is lacking because it did not consider alternatives
for vertical alignments. The EIR only included a slightly elevated
track alignment. This lack of analysis does not provide a good
understanding of the various alternatives that could be
implemented to minimize the impacts created by the HST. A
trench or tunnel alternative would lessen the impacts in the City,
similar to the undergrounding alternative described in item #1
above, but has not been evaluated.

. Grade Separation — The different potential routes from the

Central Valley to the Bay Area would result in different locations
for grade separations, which wouid likely have different leveis of
impact. The Program EIR/EIS provided little information
regarding grade separations within Menlo Park and along the
Peninsula. The EIR must analyze the need for new grade
separations as it does, but also analyze the potential
reconstruction or modification of current grade separations in
Menlo Park and along the entire Peninsula that may not be
suitable for HST. More thorough analysis of the potential impacts
at each roadway crossing should have been included. Grade
separations on the Caltrain mainline will create impacts because
of the constrained nature of the development in Menlo Park as
well as the presence of a historical structure. One likely
alternative for grade separation would include raising the tracks.

L017-7
cont.

L017-8

L017-9

This particular alternative has another unique issue of creating a
“wall effect” within the community and dividing the City.

Grade separations are not identified in the EIR. The EIR
should indicate which crossings are expected to be separated,
and define whether each intersection is to be separated by
underpasses or overpasses (presumably the vehicular and
pedestrian traffic and not HST). Grade separations cause
substantially more construction, surface disturbance, noise, air
quality, aesthetics, and transportation conflicts. An elevated
railway would be a significant change from the existing
landscape, and could have significant impacts on neighboring
communities. Project construction could have significant impacts,
such as disruption of existing rail service and disruption of local
business; these issues are not addressed in the EIR. These
impacts must be analyzed for the CEQA document to be
adequate.

. Historic Structure — The City of Menlo Park Caltrain station has

been listed on the National Register of Historic Places since
1974. The impacts to the existing train station has not been
analyzed in the EIR or fully discussed. The EIR should clearly
analyze the impacts to this structure along with any other historic
structure that may be impacted by the HST system.

. Electrification —The appearance of overhead electric power

supply for the trains, including the wires, supporting poles, mast
arms and insulations, is a matter of significant concern. Also, the
electrification system should be compatible with the proposed
Caltrain electrification such that two systems do not need to be
constructed and maintained. The EIR needs to analyze the
impacts associated with electrification of the system for all
vertical and horizontal alignments including visual, tree impacts,
etc. If the system becomes completely electrified, the EIR
should consider the relative impacts of diesel VS. hybrid VS. alt
electric engines for freight trains running on the corridor.

. Noise and vibration mitigation — The revised EIR does not

include any additional vibration analysis as requested in the
Court's verdict. The impacts of vibration cannot be clearly
understood without the required information. The additional noise
and vibration caused by the HST needs to be clearly stated and
addressed. Any noise and/or vibration impacts need fo be
mitigated as part of the project. Such measures should be
included as integral components of the project. These measures
should not create other impacts such as construction of a sound
wall that might divide the City and adversely affect the residential
character of the community.

L017-9
cont.
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9.

Freight — Menio Park is concerned about freight traffic using
either the Caltrain mainline or the Dumbarton Rail line and its
impact on residents and traffic in the area. Since the rail lines will
be grade separated, which allows for faster trains times and
reduced vehicular and pedestrian conflicts, the lines would be
more easily suited for freight traffic. This may lead to increased
freight traffic on rail lines that cursently have minimal freight
traffic. The potential increase in freight is not only related to
Caltrain’s discussions with freight, but a function of the HST
project due to amenities proposed as part of the HST project. A
new San Francisco Bay crossing along the Dumbarton alignment
may open this corridor up to freight traffic, which could
substantially increase noise and vibration impacts to adjacent
residential neighborhoods in Menlo Park. These potential
impacts should have been studied so that mitigation measures
could be developed.

10.Funding — The project intends to use State General Obligation

11

bonds to fund the project. This funding method would create a
long-term financial obligation that could impact existing State
programs. The current information related to cost/benefit and
fiscal impact analysis needs to be revised to provide a very
accurate picture of the project. The current Business Plan for the
project outlines several funding sources including federal grants
and private investment. The federal funds have not been secured
and a funding source for the private investment has not been
identified. The private investment indicates that a guaranteed
ridership would need to be included. This is contradictory to the
Proposition 1A fanguage that does not allow a public subsidy of
the operation for the project. The Program EIR indicated that an
annual ridership number of 88 million passengers was included
for cost/benefit purposes. The current Business Plan indicates
that the initial phase of the HST system would include 41 million
passengers. Both of these estimates appear to be for the Bay
Area segment. The apparent reduction in ridership indicated in
the Business Plan should be utilized for the Program Level EIR
to better understand the funding requirements of the project.
The Authority has planned to partially fund segments of the HST
system, while not funding the entire system. This funding
arrangement does not fit within the requirement of Propisition 1A
A full funding plan with identified dedicated funding needs to be
included in the EIR.

_Property Impacts — The EIR only analyzes the impacts to

properties within 50 feet of the HST corridor. The impact due to
the HST system such as noise, vibration, and aesthetics will

L017-13

L017-14

L017-15

have a much wider reach and affect on propetties further from
the system. The EIR should clearly analyze the impacts to
properties much further from the HST system. A minimum
distance of 500’ should be used in the analysis. But, the specific
distance should be based on the increased impacts and how far
they may reach and could vary based on terrain and the specifics
of the area.

12.Caltrain Service Levels — The EIR assumes two tracks for the

HST that would be shared with Caltrain express service and two
tracks for Caltrain local service and freight. A recent study on
another section of the HST project indicated that the HST tracks
could not be shared by another train service. If this is ultimately
determined to be true for the Peninsula corridor, Caltrain service
would be directly affected and its leve! of service would be
diminished. The current number of tracks for the Peninsula has
not be clearly analyzed including the level of service for Caltrain.
A study that clearly identifies the required number of tracks for
each system and whether the HST system can share tracks with
Caltrain, given safety consideration and other factors, needs to
be included in the report.

13, Construction Impacts — The construction of the project would

create many impacts within the City of Menlo Park. The
construction of a shoofly tracks, traffic diversion, construction
noise, etc. should all be analyzed and included in the EIR. The
construction impacts and duration should be considered as part
of the selection of the alternatives, since the construction will be
of much longer duration than typical construction projects. These
are not temporary impacts, but impacts that will affect residents
and business for an extended period. The impact of the shoofly
tracks on adjacent properties needs to be clearly analyzed and
stated in the document including any mitigation measures. The
shoofly tracks will likely affect traffic patterns, create additional
noise for many residents and require acquisition of property. The
affect of the construction on businesses needs to be clearly
analyzed, both physical and financial. Many businesses cannot
remain closed for extended periods and be viable. The affect on
the businesses could create an economic impact on the City that
needs to be clearly addressed in the EIR.

14.Eminent Domain — The project will require additional right-of-way

for the various construction options as described in the more
recent Alternatives Analysis. The Alternatives Analysis clearly
indicates that the right-of-way requirements in Menlo Park for
most of the alternatives that would reduce impacts will be greater
than the available right-of-way. The acqguisition of additional right-

L017-15
cont.
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of-way by the Authority would likely require eminent domain in
many cases. A clear analysis of the properties that will be
affected by the need for additional right-of-way needs to be
included in the EIR. Also, the EIR needs to include mitigation
measures to eliminate the need for additional right-of-way or
ways to preserve the full use of the properties and eliminating
other environment impacts. These impacts are essential at the
Program Leve! EIR stage to make an informed decision on the
appropriate route for the system.

15.Union Pacific Trackage Rights — The Union Pacific Railroad
currently has the contractual rights to intercity rail along the
Caltrain corridor. An agreement with Union Pacific has not been
reached for High Speed Rail to utilize the tracks for intercity rail.
This information should be clearly analyzed an considered in the
EIR for a determination on the route choice for this segment of
HST.

16. Grade Separation Costs — The EIR is unclear as to how the
costs for the grade separations along the system were
estimated. The cost estimates should not only include crossings
that are being converted from at-grade to grade separated (new
grade separations), but also modifications to current grade
separations and what costs and modifications are required. The
total financial picture for the HST project is essential in effectively
evaluating routing altematives in the EIR.

17.Existing Crossings — The current pedestrian, bicycle and
vehiclular crossing of the current Caltrain tracks are essential for
the movement of people and goods. The Authority needs to
commit to maintaining all of the current crossings completely
open with no closures. At a minimum, the crossings need to
continue to operate with the same level and types of traffic as
they do today. Beyond the current crossings, the Authority
should resolve to increase connectivity across the railroad tracks
with better crossings, and more pedestrian and bicycle
crossings.

18. Additional Facilities — The project description is essentially
limited to the alignment of the track corridors and possible
stations, but does not mention the additional support facilities,
other than the maintenance facility, that would be needed. These
additional support facilities would include layover faciities,
turnouts, bridges, and tunnels, advanced signaling and
communications systems, electrification facilities, station
automobile parking structures, and the public open spaces
needed to support the pedestrian fraffic generated by the hub

L017-18
cont

L017-19
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L017-22

stations. The EIR is inadequate because they are not identified
or analyzed in the document. If the potential environmental
impacts of these supporting faciiities are not going to be
addressed in the EIR, they should be identified, the typical
effects explained, and should be addressed in detail in the
forthcoming project-level engineering and environmental reviews.

19. Other Environmental Impacts — The HST project will require the
removal of trees, affect view corridors and grade separation will
significantly impact local traffic circulation. The HST wouid also
change the quiet residential neighborhood character of Menlo
Park by introducing a train system that would not fit within the
community. These issues need to be clearly understood prior to
making a final decision on the best alignment for the project. The
current program level EIR/EIS is not sufficiently detailed to allow
those affected to understand the potential impacts before a final
route is selected.

Finally, the City of Menlo Park would reiterate the concerns raised
above and the fact that further information is necessary in order to
make an informed decision on the appropriate route for HST to the Bay
Area. While we understand that the nature of a “program”
environmental document on a statewide project is inherently general,
we wish to bring to your attention specific concerns of the City of Menlo
Park that are not adequately addressed in the revised Draft EIR. The
Authority has made it clear that it is unwilling to consider alternative
routes in its project level EIR for the Peninsula Segment. Therefore, it is
incumbent on the Authority to complete a more comprehensive analysis
of the impacts with the Program EIR.

The City expects to have these items addressed as part of the revised
Final High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS. The City will continue to
participating in the EIR/EIS process to review any impacts and
proposed mitigation measures within Menio Park.

Attachment: City of Menlo Park comment letter on the Central Valley to
Bay Area High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS dated
September 25, 2007

Cc:  Members of the City Council
Curt Pringle, High Speed Rail Authority Board Chariperson

L017-22
cont.

L017-23

L017-24

L017-25

Page 14-152



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO17 - Continued

Tom Umberg, High Speed Rail Authority Board Vice-Chairperson
Quentin Kopp, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

Fran Florez, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

David Crane, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

Rod Diridon, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

Lynn Schenk, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

Russ Burns, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

Richard Katz, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

City Attorney

Deputy City Manager

KELLY FERGLISSON
MAYOR

ANDREW COHEN
MAYOR PRO TEM

JOHN BOTLE
COUNGIL MEMDER

RICHARD CLINE
COUNEIL MEMBER

HEYWARD HDBSSON
CORINCIL MELRRER

Building
TEL650.330.6704
FAX 650.327.5403

City Clerk
TEL 6503306620
FAX 650.328.7935

City Council
TEL 650.330.6630
FAX 650.328.7935

City Manager's Office
TEL 650.330.6610
FAX 650.326.7935

Community Services
TEL 650330.2200
FAX650.324.1721

Engineering
TEL 6503306740
FAX650.327.5497

Envirorimental
TEL 6503306763
FAX 650.327.5497

Finance
TEL 650.330.6640
FAX 650327.5391

Hausing &

Redevelopment
TEL 6503305706
FAX 650.327.1759

Library
TEL 650.330.2500
FAX 650.327.730

Maintenance
TEL 650.330.6780
FAX 650327.1953

Personnel
TEL 650,330,670
FAX 650.327.5382

Planning
TEL 650.330.6702
FAX 650.327.1653

Police
TEL 650.330.6300
FAX 650.327.4314

Transportation
TEL 650.330.6770
FAX 650.327.5497

701 LAUREL STREET, MENLO PARK, CA 94025-3483
www.menlopark.org

September 25, 2007

California High Speed Rail Authority

Attn: California High Speed Train

Central Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: City of Menio Park Comments on the Central Valley to Bay
Area High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS

Members of the Authority:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the EIR/EIS
for the Central Valley to Bay Area segment of the High Speed Train
(HST) system.

The City of Menlo Park appreciates the Authority's efforts to analyze
alternate routes and/or methods in order to avoid significant adverse
impacts to the Peninsula area from the alignment of the HST.

The City of Menlo Park wouid, however, be directly affected by several
of the alternatives, whether through the Caltrain mainline or the
Dumbarton Rail Corridor. Menlo Park previously has expressed its
concerns related to new rail activity on either of the fwo rail lines and
reiterates here that the following issues need to be addressed when
determining the most appropriate route:

1. Alternatives — The Authority should continue to further analyze
terminating the HST project in either San Jose or Union City and
connecting to existing systems with time-coordinated connections, etc.
Also, two additional alternatives should be carefully studied and
included in the document. First, a route generally along the 1-280
corridor from San Jose to San Francisco should be included. This route
would have reduced impacts to many of the communities on the
peninsula and should be carefully addressed. Second, construct the
system underground through the peninsufa. This would significantly
reduce many of the impacts associated with the system. Also, the air
rights above the system could be leased to offset the cost of the system
with this alternative.

Attachment
to LO17
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Attachment
to LO17

2. Grade Separation -- The Program EIR/EIS provided little information
regarding grade separations within Menlo Park. Grade separations on
the Caltrain mainline will create impacts because of the constrained
nature of the development in Menlo Park as well as the presence of a
historical structure. One likely alternative for grade separation would
include raising the tracks. This particular alternative has another unique
issue of creating a “wall effect’ within the community and dividing the
City. A trench alternative would lessen the impacts in the City, similar
to the undergrounding alternative described in item # 1 above. The City
would also expect that any project level EIR/EIS's would address and
mitigate all the impacts of grade separation including, but not limited to,
the economic impacts.

3. Electrification —~The appearance of overhead electric power supply for
the trains, including the wires, supporting poles, mast arms and
insulations, is a matter of significant concern. Also, the electrification
system should also be compatible with the proposed Caltrain
electrification such that two systems do not need to be constructed and
maintained.

4. Noise and vibration mitigation ~ The additional noise and vibration
caused by the HST needs to be clearly stated and addressed. Any
noise and/or vibration impacts need to be mitigated as part of the
project. Such measures should be included as integral components of
the project. These measures should not create other impacts such as
construction of a sound wall that might divide the City and affect the
neighborhood feel of the community.

5. Freight — Menlo Park is concerned about freight traffic using either
the Caltrain maintine or the Dumbarton Rail line and its impact on
residents and traffic in the area. Since the rail lines will be grade

cost/benefit and fiscal impact analysis should be provided for the
project, so voters can make an informed decision. Also, additional
funding sources should be sought to share the costs of the project.

7. Other Environmental Impacts — The HST project will require the
removal of trees, affect view corridors and grade separation will
significantly impact local traffic circulation. The HST would also change
the close neighborhood character of Menio Park by introducing a train
system that would not fit within the community. These issues need to be
clearly understood prior to making a final decision on the best alignment
for the project. The current program level EIR/EIS is not sufficiently
detailed to allow those affected fo understand the potential impacts
before they are asked to vote on funding for the project. A project
specific EIR/EIS should be completed for work on the San Francisco
peninsula before the HST project appears on the ballot due to the
higher level of likely environmental impacts as compared with other
parts of the HST project.

Attached to this letter are Menlo Park's previous comment letters for
other rail projects on the same rail corridors. The issues related to HST
are very similar to the issues raised in those comment letters. The City
of Menlo Park would expect the Authority to consider all of these
comments when evaluating the City's responses to the draft EIR/EIS.

Finally, the City of Menlo Park appreciates the opportunity to provide
input on the High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS. The City looks forward
to participating in the EIR/EIS process to review any impacts and
propased mitigation measures within Menlo Park. As previously noted,
the City of Menlo Park cannot declare itself in support of the project until
the issues described above have been carefully evaluated and
addressed through the evaluation and design process.

separated, which allows for faster trains times and reduced vehicular Sincerely,
and pedestrian conflicts, the lines would be more easily suited for

freight traffic. This may lead to increased freight traffic on rail lines that }; 0
currently have minimal freight traffic. A new San Francisco Bay crossing Glen Rojas

along the Dumbarton alignment may open this corridor up to freight
traffic, which could substantially increase impacts to adjacent residential
neighborhoods in Menlo Park.

6. Funding — The project intends to use State General Obligation bonds
to fund the project. This funding method would create a long-term
financial obligation that could impact existing State programs. A detailed

City Manager

Ce: Members of the City Council
Quentin Kopp, High Speed Rail Authority Board Chairperson
Fran Florez, High Speed Rail Authority Board Vice-Chairperson
Donna Andrews, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member

Attach
to LO17

CALIFORNIA

Page 14-154



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO17 - Continued

Attachment

to LO17 ATTAGHMENT A

701 LAUREL STREET, MENLO PARK, CA 94025-3483
www.meniopark.org

David Crane, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member on o

Rod Diridon, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member .

Kirk Lindsey, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member August 26, 2004 NAORPROTEN

Curt Pringle, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member PAULSCOLLACCH!

Lynn Schenk, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member COUNCIL MEMBER

Tom Stapleton, High Speed Rail Authority Board Member . NICHOLAS PELLINS

City Aﬁo?ney 9N =P Y California High-Speed Rail Authority COUNCIL MEMBER

Director of Public Works Attn: California High-Speed Train CHARLES M.KINNEY
Draft Program EIR/EIS Comments COUNCIL MEMBER

Attachments: 925 L. Street, Suite 1425
A. City of Menlo Park comments and resolution on the first California High Sacramento, CA 95814

Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS dated August 26, 2004. . . . . N

City of Menlo Park comments on the Caltrain Electrification EIR/EIS Subject: City of Menlo Park C on Draft Prog EIR/EIS

dated May 24, 2004. t » i

Y Members of the Authority:

dated July 23, 2007.
City of Menlo Park comments on the San Francisco Bay Area Regional
Rail Plan dated August 29, 2007.

B.
C. City of Menlo Park comments on the Dumbarton Rait Corridor Project
D

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Program
EIR/EIS for the proposed statewide high-speed rail project.

While we understand that the nature of a “program” environmental document on
a statewide project is inherently general, we wish to bring to your attention
spegific concerns of the City of Menio Park that are not adequately addressed in
the Draft Program EIR/EIS and that must have “project level” environmental
review before the overall program can proceed.

The Draft Program EIR/EIS information on the Menlo Park grade separation
issue is limited to a map of northern California extending from the Carquinez
Strait to Gilroy entitled Figure 2.7-5, HST Alignment Options-Profile
Characteristics, Bay Area To Merced Region. This Figure has a single colored
line passing through Menio Park bearing the legend “Slightly Elevated or
Depressed”. This leve! of information is inadequate as a description of the grade
separation work the Authority intends to undertake. Furthermore, grade
separation and expanding the line to four tracks as proposed would necessitate
relocation of a historic structure within the Menlo Park rail station complex. The
document does not provide adequate information on what right-of-way may have
to be acquired in Menlo Park permanently or for temporary construction
easements to develop four tracks in the Caltrain alignment and construct the
grade separations. Until the HST project defines an explicit horizontal and
vertical alignment proposal for tracks and roadways, the City and the affected
public in Menlo Park cannot reasonably know what the real impacts of the project
are.
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The document needs to include additional information on impacts and mitigation
measures in relation to noise resulting from High Speed rail operation in the
areas of Menlo Park with residential housing near the rail corridor. Other issues
of concem fo the City of Menlo Park are loss of trees, impact to view corridors,
economic impacts to nearby property owners and local traffic circulation. These
issues need to be discussed iri more detail in the document.

The appearance of overhead electric power supply for the trains, including the
wires, supporting poles, mast arms and insulators, is a matter of significant
concern for Menlo Park. Any new electrical substations in Menlo Park would also
be of concern. The Draft Program EIR/EIS provides insufficient information for
the public to determine whether these aspects of the project would be détrimental
to Menlo Park. The electrification system proposed for the HST is similar to that
proposed for the Caltrain system by the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board
(the JPB). On May 25, 2004 Menlo Park filed formal comments on the JPB's
Draft EIR for Caltrain Electrification. Menio Park attaches its letter of comment
on the proposed Caltrain Electrification to this letter, and identifies those
comments as applicable to the HST Program EIR/EIS.

Although the document indicates the Authority will conduct a project level EIR to
the extent needed to assess potential Environmental impacts not already
addressed in this Program EIR/EIS, the fact that the project is being taken to the
voters of the state for funding approval on the basis of the Program EIR/EIS
document tends to deprive the public of full disclosure of the program's
environmental impacts at the time they make their decision on whether to vote

. funding for the project. The opinions of voters in communities like Menio Park,
that are to be traversed by, and likely to be significantly impacted by the high
speed rail project, would be more heavily influenced by the details of local
impacts of grade separations, right-of-way acquisition and electrification that are
not adequately addressed in the Program EIR/EIS than by the information on
statewide travel needs and impacts that the Program EIR/EIS focuses on.

Menlo Park is compelled to comment that while economic issues are not
normally addressed in the EIR funding the High-Speed Rail Project with general
obligation bonds to be paid from the State General Fund seems inappropriate
and irresponsible at a time when the general fund is in a deficit condition and
state funding fo schools and local government is being squeezed to offset the -
general fund deficit. Ata minimum, Menlo Park urges that any bond obligations
on the State General Fund be deferred for several years, and that preferably the
project be funded through revenue bonds or with a new direct taxation funding
source, not through draw-downs on existing state and local fund resources.

Finally, the City of Menlo Park does not concur in the decision to exclude the
Altamont Corridor rail route from further consideration and evaluation in the HST

EtIRIEIS It is premature to arbifrarily eliminate an alternative at such an early
stage.

The City of Menlo Park does not wish to be in opposition to the Statewide High-
Speed Rail Project. However, until the potentially critical local impacts described
abqve are carefully worked out through the design process and evaluated in a
project-level EIR/EIS, and until a financing plan that does not compound the
gilfﬁoulties facing local government is developed, Menlo Park cannot declare itself
in support of the Project (please see attached Resolution).

Singerei

=] Dub:;
Mayor

Attachment: Resolution # -
Letter of comments on Caltrain Electrification Program
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RESOLUTIONNG. ______

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF MENLO PARK .
COMMENTING ON THE CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL SYSTEM DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

WHEREAS, the California High Speed Rail Authority was established by the Legislature in 1996 for
implementing a statewide high speed train system for California; and,

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the State Legislature and the High Speed Rail Authority that a sta.tewide batlot
measure to authorize bonds that would fund the project through design and the first stages of construction go to the
voters in November of 2006; and,

WHEREAS, the California High Speed Rail Authority has circulated a Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report/Envi f Impact on the proposed California High Speed Rail Project seeking comments; and,

WHEREAS, as proposed, the high speed rail line would pass through Menlo Park in the Caltrain corridor, the
project would expand the Caltrain line to four tracks, electrify the line,.grade separate all crossings, would generate 86
trips a day by the year 2020, and the Authority would perform more specific environmental impact analysis for
segments of the rail line and the stations should the high speed train advance to subsequent phases of project
development. -

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Menlo Park that:

L The fact that the project is being taken to the voters of the state for funding appmval on the basis of
the Program EIR/EIS document tends to depnve the public of full disclosure of the program’s environmental
impacts. The opinions of voters in ies like Menlo Park, that are to be traversed by and likely to be
significantly impacted by the high speed rail project, would be more heavily influenced by the details of local
impacts of the project that are not adequately addressed in the Program EIR/EIS than by the information on
statewide travel needs and impacts that the Program EIR/EIS focuses on. .

2. The project sponsor needs to identify issues of critical concern to Menlo Park at this stage of the
project development in order to assure that these issues will be addressed in some depth in subsequent projeci-level
environmental documentation,

3. Funding a $37 billion project with state general obligation funds seems inappropriate at a time when
the State General Fund is in a shortfall condition that is already adversely impacting focal governments.

4, The Progam EIR/EIS is so generai it does not prowde adequate information regarding the impacts on
right-of-way, noise, historic buildings, trees, busi i a.nd local traffic circulation. R

5. Menlo Park would experience staff cost in dinating the planning, design and ion
activities of the high speed train project.

Menlo Park does not concur in the decision to exclude further evaluation of the Altamont Corridor rail
route, and requests the Authority to revive consideration of that route at this stage of environmental review
process.

7. Menlo Park expresses its strong desire for exploring alternate routes and/or methods to avoid the
Peninsula area as the alignment for the high speed rail line,i.e. by integrating it with existing systems.

I, SILVIA VONDERLINDEN, City Clerk of the City of Menlo Park, do hereby certify that the above and
foregoing Resolution was duly and regutarly passed and adopted at a meeting by said Council on , 2004, by the
following vote;

AYES: Council members:
NOES: Council members:
ABSENT: Council members:
ABSTAIN:  Councilmembers:

ATTACHMENT B

707 LAUREL STREET, MENLO PARK, CA 94025-3483
www.menlopark.org

LEEB.DUBOC

May 24, 2004 MAYOR
MICKIE WINKLER
MAYOR PRO TEM
PAUL J.COLLACCHI
Caltrain Electrification COUNCIL MEMBER
1250 San Carlos Avenue NICHOLAS P.JELLINS
San Carlos, CA 94070 COUNQIL MEMBER

CHARLES M. KINNEY
COUNCIL MEMBER
Subject: Caltram Electrification Program, Envnronmental

it / Draft Envir impact Report

Members of the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental
Assessment / Draft Environmental Impact Report on the proposed
Caltrain Electrification Program. Menlo Park recognizes that it benefits
substantially from Caltrain services and wishes to cooperate with the
JPB in improving the quality and efficiency of Caltrain services and
operations. However, it must also be recognized that the central portion
of Menlo Park is adversely impacted by some of the characteristics of
Caltrain operations. As a result, any significant change in Caltrain
operations is a matter of considerable public concern. This letter is
intended to convey those concerns on behalf of Menlo Park's most
directly affected citizens.

After carefully considering the draft document, we believe that there are
a number of considerations that must be addressed in more depth
before the document would be reasonably adequate for certification.

Our concerns include the following points:

e The project's impact on trees in and near Menlo Park is not
sufficiently clear. We understand that there is a detailed
arborist's report, but that report has not been directly
incorporated in the document. If the content of the arborist's
report concerning tree loss in and near Menio Park is as has
been reported in the press (eight to twelve trees at the San
Francisquito Creek crossing, fifteen to twenty-two of the fifty-six
trees along the tracks in Menlo Park and twenty-five percent of
the trees along the tracks in nearby Atherton slated for removal),
the DEIR's conclusion of “no permanent impacts” to biological
resources may be incorrect. We suggest that this area of the
analysis be thoroughly reconsidered, that more specific detail be
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provided in the report and that consideration be given to .
transplanting trees rather than removing them. We would also
suggest that planting new trees be given consideration as
mitigation for the loss of existing trees.

Regarding visual impacts, it seems certain that many in Menlo
Park will consider the prospect of catenary wires, insulators, )
support poles and mast arms, portal support frames in the station
areas and higher poles and wires for the distribution system
unsightly. And because the impacts of tree removal associated
with the project have not been clearly documented in the DEIR
(see point above), it is evident that the visual impacts are likely to
be more extensive than analyzed in the DEIR. To be a fair
indicator of fikely visual impact, the DEIR needs additional photo-
simulated views that combine the effects of introduction of the
electrification overhead gear together with those of the project’s
tree removal effects. Tree planting and other landscape
treatments should be considered as mitigation for the visual
impacts created by the project.

The DEIR claims the potential for substantial noise reduction
benefit as the result of electrification. However, in areas near
grade crossings, any such benefit would be imperceptible
because of the continued impacts of the much more disturbing
train horn soundings. In Menlo Park, where there are four grade
crossings in the corridor's 1.5 mile traversal of the community
and two more, one just north and one just south of City limits, for
an average of one grade crossing every quarter-mile, the
adjacent land use in Menlo Park along the entire corridor is
adversely impacted by train horn noise. Until grade separations
or other actions eliminate the routine sounding of train horns at
grade crossings, the claimed noise reduction benefits of the
electrification project will generally be unperceived by the public.
To eliminate the inaccurate portrait of noise reduction benefit that
the DEIR currently presents, the document should provide noise
contour maps for the alternatives in which the effects of train
horn noise are considered as welt as the other forms of train
noise.

On page 2-53, the DEIR opines that grade separating the entire
system would delay electrification for several years. It also
states that grade separating the entire line would increase costs
with no commensurate improvement in train service. This
particular assertion appears unfounded given that a fully grade
separated system is an adopted goal of the JPB. We question
this conclusion of the DEIR given the substantial history of grade
crossing accidents on the fine that grade separations would
avert, given the serious disruption to system refiability that resuits
when a rail accident occurs at a grade crossing and given that
the claimed noise-reduction benefits of the electrification project
generally will not be truly realized until and unless completion of
grade separations eliminates the most disturbing noises created
by train horns and wayside warning devices. Contrary to the

statement of the DEIR, grade separations are obviously not just
a benefit-less cost to the rail system. From the perspective of a
community that is substantially benefited by Caitrain service but
significantly adversely impacted by certain aspects of Caltrain
operations that relate to a lack of grade separations (the train
horn noise, congestion and safety at the grade crossings) a fair
argument can be made that what the JPB should be doing is
using first available funding to grade-separate the entire system
and using later funding to do the electrification, in which case: 1)
the claimed noise-reduction benefits would be realized because
the train horn noise would be eliminated and 2) the electric third
rail system that avoids all the overhead equipment many people
may consider unsightly may prove most practical.

If electrification precedes complete grade separation of the
Caltrain line, during any subsequent grade separation project,
the electrification gear will need to be moved over to the shoofly
and back again to the permanent tracks, an activity that
obviously adds complexity, cost and time to any grade
separation project. Less obvious but nonetheless significant,
aside from moving the electrical system twice, just having to
work near the hot wires while ddihg the ordinary grade
separation construction activity will add complexity, time and cost
and may also necessitate more intrusive and disruptive
temporary construction easements. These are significant
considerations for communities that are prospective candidates
for grade separations.

The DEIR notes that the statewide high-speed raii operation that
hopes to operate in the Caltrain corridor will need the high
voltage overhead type system and that cost-efficiency could be
realized by having the Caltrain electrification compatible with it.
However, at this point the statewide high-speed rail is nothing
more than a speculative project; it is not assured of moving
forward. Therefore, it may be premature to lock-in an
electrification technology decision on the presumption that high
speed rail will be under construction soon to share electrification
costs with Caltrain, Caltrain may be wise to defer decision
making on the details of electrification until the fate of the
statewide high speed rail project is determined. If the statewide
high-speed rail project proves a non-starter, Caltrain might be
well advised to rely on the less intrusive electric third rail type
system rather than the overhead system that high-speed rail
would require and that some may regard as unsightly.

The “Public Services and Facilities” section of the DEIR contains
no information about the potential safety risks of the electrified
system. What happens when ‘hot wires’ fall down due to some
kind of incident (storm winds, motorist collision with support,
etc.)? How quickly does the power get shut off? How frequently
do such incidents happen in areas like the Boston to Washington
corridor where such systems are operational? The DEIR is

Page 14-158



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO17 - Continued

completely lacking regarding information of this type. Such
considerations should be addressed in the document.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.

Sincerely,

Kol

Kent Steffens
Director of Public Works

cc:  Mayor and Members of City Council
City Manager
Community Development Director
City Attorney
Town Council Members — Town of Atherton,
Via: Jim Robinson, City M'anager

ATTACHMENT G

KELLY FERGUSSON
aron 707 LAUREL STREEY, MENLO PARK, CA 94025-3483
ok v www.menlopark.org
S eweck M‘“ﬁ" July 23,2007
mewx, | (BARK)
COUNCEL KSR Dumbarton Rail Corridor Pohcy Advisory Committee
1250 San Carlos Avenue
» San Carlos, CA 94070-1306
FAX 650.327.5403
CtyClacke Chaif Green and Members of the Commitiee,
FAX 6503207935
Counc Menlo Park City Council recently heid two meetings fo cducate the Council, staff,
TeLeossases) and the community about the plans for the Dumbarton Rail Corridor {DRC) project.
= At these meetings, s number of issues of concern about the project weve raised. On
ot obioaand July 19, 2007, the Council voted unanimoualy to submit 2 letter to the DRC Policy
FAXS503207935 Advisory Committee (PAC) listing the City’s primary concems and requesting a
D to these Menlo Park submits this letter to the PAC now,
T 6503302200 that policy direction given by the PAC now and in fhe future will
mmiﬁmnﬂympmhwﬁmelmmad&wudandmoived.
TELE50330.5740
FAX650327.5497 The City of Menlo Park. strongly supports the goal of increasing public transit
throughout the region and in particular alang the Dumbarton corridor. Clearly the
Prorrevciind Dumbarton Rail project could bring many benefits, including enhencement of our
local and regional economies. Howeve:.xfnotwopalymugaml,ﬂnspmjeetwm
oA result in significant impacts on several Menlo Park neighborhoods, In
502275391 careful consideration must be given to all project altematives to ensure the best use
Houstng & of voter-approved transit dollars.
TEL&503306706
FAXE50327.1789 Menlo Park hopes that this letter will serve to open & dialogue with the PAC around
Ubeaey the issues raised by the project. The primary items of concern are:
i
1. Freight - Menle Park is concemed about freight trains using the
e 260 Dumbarton rail line and its impact on residents and traffic in the arez. The
FAX650.321.1953 project should eliminate the possibility of freight on the Dumbarton Rail
Persenna line,
TEL 6503306670
FRxss0azr. 8382 2. CoxtProjechons hwludeallmﬂs,mdmpmculnrmmmﬁlrtheeost
mm itigati in the cost projections for each d option: 50 that
FAX€50327.1653 l can be on an equivalent basig.
e 05305300 3. Ridership Data — This date has changed over time based on new information
FAXes032724314 and updamd models. The model is complex and involves many factors. The
Taponstion model ions, and model parameters need to be
AXES0127.5497 Mydﬂmmﬂmdedmd\epwhc. Adm!edexplmnonoﬂhc
differences in ridership between the various al ives needs to be provided
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ATTACHMENT D

KELLY FERGUSSON
aToR 701 LAUREL STREET, MENLO PARK, CA 94025-3483
ANDREW COHEN
4. Electrification - The project should include electrification or the possibility to AYORPROTEM www.menlopark.org
easily implement electrification, without further construction, to reduce air JOHNBOVLE CITY OF
poliution and fit with the current plan to eleﬂnfyﬁw Caltrian maintine, One COUNCIL MEMBER MENLO
specific ive that should be idered is the use of lighter electric RICHARD CLINE P ARK
vehicles such as the ones proposed for the Caltrain mainline. We understand COUNCIL MEMBER
that Caltrain has made significant progress with Federal reguiators so that HEYWARD ROBINSON Au 20,
lighter electric vehicles could be used on the Caltrain mainline. Since the COUNCL MENBER gust 29, 2007
Dumbarton trains will be integrated into the Caltrain mainline at Redwood
Junction, using the same vehicles throughout the Caltrain system woukd Ms. Katie Balk
maximize operational efficiencies. These lighter vehicles provide more TEL 650.330.6704 Regional Rail Project Offices, 6/o BART
flexibility, loss poliution, and noise. e 03 300 Lakeside Drive, 16° Floor
5. Altematives - Make & fair, h and realistic of alternatives, T e ss0se0 Oaldand, CA 94612
including increased bussing and Bus Rapid Transit. These alternatives may FAX 8503287935
have a reduced cost and could be implemented with 2 phased approach. GityCound . o on the San § Bagf'AlmReglonal Rail Plan
6. Mitigations — The project plan should include mitigations to address the impacts FAX 6503267935
ofenchnpnmmdnmdmom The&tyemnmmmﬁaplmﬁmdnes ClrMenapars Oftcs Dear Ms. Balk:
not budget funds for noise and These
need to be thoroughly studied and altematives developed. They are an integral i Thank you for the oppx t on the San F isco Bay Area
component to the project and need to be included in all future cost estimates for i Regional Rail Plan. The Qty of Menlo Park suppons your efforts to plan for future
the project. FAX 650324.1721 }:gpr::em:ﬁm to the rail system that i trains and
service,
7. Traffic - The rail service will increase delay o several already-congested e 6740 e
roadways in Menlo Park. The impact of the rail service on traffic in the area FAX 650327 5497 City representatives attended the Regional Rall Plan Community Workshop held
needsmbemalyzedumgpmpdyvnlwedmodds Opuonsfotmmmm; Environmantal in San Carlos, and received a copy of the Reglonal Rail Plan Draft Report
the increased traffic delay should by id: d d signal fivpeiasiniived Shtiiml;nary dated August, 2007, The City’s comments will focus specifically on
timing, grade separations, etc. : this document.
Finoncs
Menlo Park has previously d ding the DRC project. T esiser o0 Plan and Budget for Adequate Mitigation of Service Expansion impacts.
These include alettesﬁmnMxyoer-akaO()D andaietterfmmMayor Winlder in [ Menlo Park and much of the San F are y near built-out
2006. Many of the policy issues raised in those letters remain unresolved. in addition, conditions, with substantial residential areas near or immediately adjacant to the
comments from the City on the Notice or P ion for the envi process miiadied Caltrain right-of-way. As the Caltrain system has changed over the years from a
were submitted in 2006. : freight Ime to 8 mostly commuter raiiroad, the frequency and spesed of trains have
”‘g"v d. Most of the impacts (e.g. noise, vibration, diesel exhaust,
Menlo Park trusts that the Dumbarton Rail PAC will seriously consider the issues FAX650.327.7030 and traffic congestion at crossings) affect those residents nearest the tracks. As
raised in this letter. Menlo Park requests and looks forward to your response. [ any future expansion of service is along the Catirain right-of-way is planned, it is
TEL 6503306780 perative that proj be desk and funded fo include mitigation of those
Respectfully submitted, FAX 650.327.1953 impacts.
Personnal
TEL 6503306670 Section 10.0, Next Steps of the Draft Report Summary acknowladges that cost
Ui PR GDa273382 estimates are currently at an “order of magnitude level of detall” and that more
n 05703 refinement is needed as projects are developed further. Too often, engineering
Mayor FAX650327.1653 fmffn of this magrgt'uu:;ee f(t:ms only on the infrastructure required to deliver a
un al system. nt mitigati canb an ur
YEL 6503306300 extra cost to the project if they are not included from the beginning. Realistic
FRXE50327.4314 mitigation costs for increased noise, fraffic impacts at crossings and other
impacts should be built into cost estimates now. Making the environment around
‘;;zm‘;ﬁ;g the rail corridor more livable will help promote transit-oriented development and

increase future ridership.

CALIFORNIA

Page 14-160



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO17 - Continued

Lotter to Katle Balk
Page Two
August 28, 2007

‘The City of Menio Park has been closely foliowing the pianning efforts for the Dumbarton
Ralt Project. Similar concarns about planning for and funding mitigations for impacts of
this project were recently raised in a letter from Menlo Park’s Mayor, Kelly Fergusson to
the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Policy Advisory Committee. A copy of the Ietter is attached
for information,

Integrate the Regional Rait Plan with Other Transit Modes. More work is neaded to
batter integrate rail services with other transit modes such as buses and feeder shutties.
As alternatives for rail travel expand, providing time-coordinated transit options to deliver
passengers to and from rait stations will be an important component that appears to
have raceived little atiention in the Reglonal Rail Plan. The efficiency of the rail station
feeder system wil si affect and, , capital costs and
opanating expenses. Further studies should identify the best ways to get passengers to
and from rail stations, and those costs should bé built info the overall plan.

Better Balance the Needs of Local Service and Regional Express Service. The City
of Menlo Park remains concerned about local Caltrain service being sacrificed for the
sake of regmnal express services. The Regional Rail Plan reliss heavily on transit-
{TOD} to i fusture transit rldershlp in the Bay Area. This
e canbe ffective only if relatively frequent service Is at & large number
of rail stations. Only so much land is avmlable for TOD around regional express stops.
Frequent local sarvice maximizes the potential for TOD and future ridership increases.

Thank you for considering these comments. The City of Menio Park appreciates the
opportinity to comment on this important plan. If you have questions regarding the
Clty's comments please contact the City's Director of Public Works, Kent Steffens at
850-330-6781.

Sincerely,

JALS

Gien Rojas
City Manager

Attachment: Letter from Mayor Fergusson to the Dumbarton Rail Corridor Policy
Advisory Commitiee

(o Members of City Council
Director of Public Warks
Transportation Manager
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NOTE: The City of Menlo Park submitted a comment letter on
September 25, 2007 and is included in the City of Menlo Park
comment letter LO17 dated April 22, 2010, above. The Authority's
responses to the 2007 comment letter have been included following
responses to comments on the 2010 comment letter, below.

LO17-1

Authority staff believe this Revised Final Program EIR Material
provides sufficient information for the Authority board to make a
decision of a preferred route from the San Francisco Bay area to the
Central Valley. See Standard Responses 1, 2, and 3.

LO17-2

The commenter suggests that the Authority is legally required to
provide a substantive response to any comments received during the
comment period that related to the proposed project. The Authority
disagrees with this statement. CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5
provide a mechanism whereby a lead agency revising and
recirculating a portion of a prior EIR can ask the public to focus its
comments on the new material. The lead agency is required to
respond only to those comments that pertain to the new material.
Nevertheless, in this document, the Authority is providing a good
faith, reasoned response, to all comments received.

L017-3
Comment noted.

LO17-4

Comment noted. See Responses to Comments L017-4 through
LO17-25.

LO17-5

Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR included a discussion of the
ridership forecasts used in the environmental analysis and
development of the model from which the forecasts were derived.
Reference was provided to the work of Cambridge Systematics in

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

creating this model for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC). The various MTC/Cambridge Systematics reports on the
ridership model have been publicly available since 2007 on the
Authority's website. We also understand that the model itself has
been publicly available from MTC. Please see Standard Response 4
regarding the model development process.

LO17-6

Comment acknowledged. Please see Standard Response 8 regarding
the Business Plan and Standard Response 4 regarding ridership
estimates included in the Business Plan.

LO17-7

An analysis of alignments that do not traverse the Caltrain Corridor is
contained in the 2008 Final Program EIR. The Authority notes that
the Draft and Final Program EIRs evaluated alternatives that would
terminate in San Jose and not travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain
Corridor. These alternatives included Altamont Pass Network
Alternative with Oakland and San Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with
San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass with San Jose, Oakland and San
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose
Termini; Pacheco Pass with San Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with
San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco
Pass with Altamont Pass (local service) with Oakland and San Jose
Termini; and Pacheco Pass with Altamont pass (local service) with
San Jose Terminus.

The description and full evaluation of these network alternatives
were not circulated in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material,
but clarification of the description and evaluation of portions of these
alternatives, specifically between San Jose and Gilroy, were provided
in response to the Superior Court ruling in Town of Atherton.

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to
carry into the project level environmental document. The
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the
Authority as part of the new decision. Public comments supporting

@CAHFORNIA
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terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that
the Board considers.

See Standard Response 10 in regards to ending HST in San Jose.

Ending HST in Union City to connect with BART would require a 42-
minute ride into downtown San Francisco and a 77-minute trip to
SFO. The lack of a quick connection from HST to SFO would
eliminate the ability to easily utilize the HST to connect to flights,
abandoning the opportunity to scale back the short and expensive
connecting flights from locations like Fresno. A 42-minute ride on
BART into San Francisco would significantly affect ridership and not
meet the travel time goal set for HST trips between San Francisco
and Los Angeles.

LO17-8

We acknowledge the potential for variations in the vertical alignment
of HST track to minimize or avoid potential impacts of the HST
system. In the Authority's 2008 decision, the Authority committed to
considering vertical profile variations for the HST system along the
Peninsula as part of project-level environmental review. While the
2008 decision has been rescinded, the Authority will continue its
commitment to study design variations at the project-level.

LO17-9

Individual grade separations along the HST line were not viewed as
major differentiators among the alignment options presented in the
2008 Final Program EIR and therefore are not evaluated in detail in
that document. Environmental effects of grade separations will be
evaluated at the project-level EIR/EIS phase, once their locations
and designs have been developed during the 15% and 30% design
and engineering effort.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

The June 5, 2003 "Report to City Council on Menlo Park Grade
Separation & New Station Feasibility Study" found that while a four-
track grade separation of Encinal, Glenwood, Oak Grove and
Ravenswood, would impact mature trees, these trees could be
moved to provide screening of neighboring properties from the
completed project. It would also require no "significant permanent
right-of-way takes from private property owners."

The introduction of HST to the Caltrain corridor as depicted in the
Program EIR assumed a similar configuration in Menlo Park. While
there would be impacts, they would be mitigated to the extent
feasible. Most residents would see a benefit, as travel across the rail
corridor would no longer be disrupted by waiting for trains at grade
crossings. Neighbors who now hear the mandated blowing of a horn
when any train approaches a grade crossing, four blows in the
course of 8,000 feet of travel through Menlo Park's grade crossing,
would have this impact eliminated. The June 2003 report detailed
impacts for both construction and on-going operation of the grade
separations.

LO17-10

The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material
related to Keesling's shade trees. The analysis for cultural resources
is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12,
Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, and Appendix
3.12-A. Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(36 CFR & 800), the procedures to be followed at the project level
include identification of resources, evaluation of their significance
under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA,
identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of
potential mitigation measures. Specific resources within the Area of
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level
because the identification of potentially affected resources and
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location
and system design, and can only be done at the project level. See
Standard Response 3 and Response to Comment L003-79.

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-163



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

LO17-11

See Response to Comment LO17-47. Analysis of alternative vertical
alignments will be undertaken part of the project-level review of the
HST. Analysis of potential alternative power sources for locomotives
moving freight trains in the Caltrain corridor is beyond the scope of
the project.

L017-12
See Response to Comment LO03-134.

LO17-13

The comment is correct that the HST project will include full grade
separations. The proposed project on the Caltrain Corridor between
San Francisco and San Jose is intended to provide community
benefits by grade separating the right of way and eliminating current
freight/commuter rail conflicts with vehicular and pedestrian cross
traffic. We do not agree that the proposed project is creating an
enhanced environment for freight that will lead to significant impacts
from increased freight activity because trains can travel faster. For
the Caltrain Corridor, freight operations are restricted to specific
conditions and times under a trackage rights agreement between
UPRR and the PCJPB. The rights of UPRR under this agreement will
be respected and there is currently no intent to alter the windows for
freight activity in the corridor. We note that generally speaking,
freight movements, speeds, and frequency of freight trains are
dependent on multiple factors, including the needs of the customer.
Freight speeds are dictated by the Federal Railroad Administration
and vary depending on the goods being shipped. A detailed
examination of the potential for freight rail operations on this
corridor to increase is beyond the scope of the Program EIR. More
information on joint operations in the Caltrain Corridor would be
considered at the project level if the Caltrain Corridor is part of the
network alternative selected by the Authority board.

LO17-14

Comment noted regarding Proposition 1A and the Authority's 2009
Business Plan. The Authority is complying with Proposition 1A

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

regarding the financing of the HST system. The 2009 Business Plan
notes the difference in ridership figures used for investment studies
and those used for purposes of analyzing environmental impacts.
See 2009 Business Plan, p. 70 fn. 20. A study of the financing of the
entire HST system is beyond the scope of this Program EIR, and was
not identified by the Superior Court judgment in the Town of
Atherton case as a topic area requiring additional work under CEQA.
Also see Standard Response 8.

LO17-15

Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts. To
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility,
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of
development; or socioeconomic conditions. For the property impacts
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the
improvements in the alignment alternatives. As noted in Chapter 3
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.

LO17-16
See Standard Response 10.

LO17-17

More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including
impacts related to rail detours (shooflys), traffic patterns,
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construction noise, business access, etc. See Response to Comment
L003-108 and Standard Response 3.

LO17-18
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain.

LO17-19
See Standard Response 9 regarding UPRR.

LO17-20

The number and location of proposed grade separations were
indicated on the plan and profiles included in Appendix 2-D of the
2008 Final Program EIR. The actual location and configuration of
such facilities will need to be evaluated in the project-level
environmental studies on the network alternative ultimately selected
by the Authority.

LO17-21

Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, pedestrian, bicycle,
transit, parking and temporary construction impacts will be
conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station areas, access
roads, and other facilities that might be affected by the proposed
HST station. This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit,
Circulation and Parking Report.

LO17-22
See Response to Comment LO03-16.

LO17-23

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to
existing rail corridors will be undertaken as part of project level

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of mature trees
and other vegetation would be avoided to the extent possible.
Operational and construction impacts including those related to the
removal of trees will be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS.
Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further examined
in detail at the project level because they are a product of the HST
system design, and the detailed studies necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level.

LO17-24

Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, transit, parking and
temporary construction impacts will be conducted in the project-level
EIR/EIS for the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that
might be affected by the proposed HST station. The effects of new
grade-separated crossings on highway/roadway traffic operations
and rail operations will be evaluated. Potential traffic impacts and
feasible mitigation measures will be documented in a Traffic, Transit,
Circulation and Parking Report.

LO17-25
See Standard Response 6.

LO17-26

Authority staff believe this Revised Final Program EIR provides
sufficient information for the Authority board to make a decision of a
preferred route from the San Francisco Bay area to the Central
Valley. We appreciate the concerns raised by the City of Menlo Park
and these issues will be considered in the decision making process.
See also Standard Responses 2 and 3.
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Authority response to City of Menlo Park comment letter dated April 22, 2007.

Crann
P Dwidon, §r.*
R s Lindsey
Curt gl
EE:rE:w_:n::w ALIFORNIA Spaethling, the Authority’s Regional Manager for the Caltrain Corridor, will contact you
“cn cha T e - regarding the formation of such working group which we anticipate will play an important role
in the project-level EIR/EIS process for the San Francisco to San Jose Segment of the HST
CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY Project Phase one.
February 19, 2009
Hon. Heyward Robinson, Mayor Yours truly,
City of Menlo Park
T01 Laurel Street
Menlo Park, CA 04025-3483 - ‘WD
Re:  September 25, 2007, Letter from City of Menlo Park Commenting on the Draft Bay Area Quentin L. Kopp
1o Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program EIR/ELS Chairman
Dear Mayor Robinson:
Tt has come to the Califormnia High-Speed Rail Authority's attention that the City attempted to Enclosures
send a comment letter to the Authority during the comment period for the Draft Bay Area to
Central Valley High-Speed Train (HST) Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Responses to comments in City of Menlo Park Letter (9/25/07)
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). Regrettably, the Authority has no record of having received that
letter of September 25, 2007 during the EIR/EIS process, and hecame aware of the letter only Extension of Scoping Period for San Francisco to San Jose HST Project EIR/EIS (2/19/09)
after litigation was filed challenging the EIR/EIS. The Authority would have liked 1o have
responded to this letter as we did for all of the comments that the Authority received during the Revised Notice of Preparation of a Project Envir | Impact Report/Envi 1 Impact
EIR/EIS process. The Authority obtained a copy of the City's September 25, 2007, letter with Statement for a San Francisco to San Jose High-Speed Train (HST) System (01/08/09)
four attachments through its litigation attorneys only after the litigation was under way. Please
be assured that the Authority takes the City’s comments in this letter seriously. Authority staff California High-Speed Train Business Plan (November 2008)
and consultants therefore have carefully reviewed the letter and herewith respond to the issues
raised in the City's letter by providing the City with information on how such issues were High-Speed Rail System Business Plan (June 2000)
analyzed and discussed during the Program EIR/EIS process, as well as how those issues will
continue to be examined during the more detailed project-level environmental review process for Standard Responses, Final Program EIR/EIS, volume 3
the San Francisco to San Jose section of the HST system. The responses are consistent with
responses the Authority would have provided you during the EIR/EIS process, and did provide in Responses to City of Menlo Park comments and resolution on the first California High Speed
response o other cormment letters that were received on the same issues, but also contain Rail Program EIR/EIS dated August 26, 2004

information reflecting new developments since the close of that process on July 8, 2008,

The Authority urges the City actively to participate in the project-level environmental review
process for the San Francisco to San Jose section of the HST system. For your convenience, a
copy of the revised CEQA Notice of Preparation is enclosed. The deadline for scoping
comments has been extended to April 6, 2009, The Authority also invites the City of Menlo
Park to join with other Peninsula cities in a working group to provide valuable input in the
Alternatives Analysis process and on-going environmental and engineering studies. Dominic

926 L Stroot, Sulte 1428  Sacramento, CA 95814 910.324.1841  fax 916.322.0827
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California High-Speed Rail Authority
Responses to Comments in City ul’;hnlo Park Letter, 09/25/07
Page 1of 7

Thmmsmnmsamlmmdmhlhwmemmm&iﬁassamlnmﬁtrsmm
using the City’s and headings for ease of refi

1. Alternatives

The City's letter offers several comments on the Draft Program EIR/EIS altemnatives.
Regarding the comment that the

ammumﬁmmmuwamm:wwmmmmmmm

Union City or San Jose, the Authority carried several such altematives into the Final Program

EIR/EIS. Chapter 7 of the Final Program EIR/EIS synthesized that analysis for the following:

+  Altamont Pass Network with San Jose T

+  Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Union City Terminus
= Pacheco Pass Network ive with San Jose Termi

Chapter 8 of the Final Program EIR/EIS i inating the HST system at
&nM«Unmwwummmmmmmwmmmmas
fallows:

A number of network alternatives clearly do not meet the purpose and need for the HST
system. The Altamont Pass network alternative that terminates in Union City fails since it
does not provide direct HST service to San Frandisco, Oakland, or San Jose (the major
Bay Area cities) nor does it provide interface with the major commercial airports. Also
failing are a Pacheco Pass network alternative that terminates in San Jose and three
Altamont Pass network alternatives that only serve one of the three major urban
areas/centers. These four alternatives directly provide HST service to at most only one
major Bay Area city and one of the region's major commercial airports.

At its meeting on July 9, 2008, the Authority concurred in this staff conclusion, finding that the
network alternatives with a terminus in Union City or San Jose did not adequately meet the
project purpose and need or primary project objective because they would serve none (for Union
City terminus) or only one (for San Jose terminus) of the three major urban centers of the Bay
Area and either none (Union City) or only one (San Jose) of the region’s major commercial
alrpms. (Bay Area to Cmt-al Uallev High-Speed Train, CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of
O din jon 08-01, July 2008).)

tive: Regarding the comment that the Autharity
mldaddanaﬂdiumalamerrmmammldmma route generally along the 1-280
comidor from San Jose to San Francisco, the Authority preliminarily considered an 1-280
aﬁgmmmammnmmmmmmmnmmm The reasons for

an 1-280 in chapter 2 of the Draft and Final Program
EIR/EIS documents. AmmdleGafthe Final quamElNElS(asweﬂasmeDraﬂ}dewibﬁ
the reasons for eliminating this alignment in more detail as follows:

« I-280 (E: ): From San Francisco (Transbay
Terminal or 4% and King Terminal Smum},mlsaugnnmaltemwvemuld follow south
along the 1-280 freeway alignment to San Jose and be on an exclusive guideway in the I-280
corridor,

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

California High-Speed Rail
Responses to Comments in City of Menlo Park Letter, 09/25/07
Page 2 of 7

This exclusive guideway alignment would have major construction issues involving the
construction of an aerial guideway adjacent to and above an active existing freeway facility
while maintaining freeway traffic. Limited right-of-way in this corridor would require the
extensive purchase of additional right-of-way and nearly exclusive use of an aerial structure
between San Francisco and San Jose. The portion within the City and County of San
Francisco is fully developed, and connecting the alignment altemative to Diridon Station in
San Jose would require a guideway passing through developed portions of downtown San
Jose, These areas would require considerable property acquisition,

The I-280 alignment atternative would require many sections of high-level structures to pass
aver existing overpasses wmmemtranmtlnpamcuaratlnwdlanqesmmko&.nﬁl?
(580), 85, and921, resulting in high issues that would
make this alkgnmmanernmmmcabla Th-sallmment alternative would also require
relocating and maintaining freeway a and capacity during construction. The aeral
portions would introduce a major new visual element along the 1-280 corridor that would
have visual impacts ) on the residential portions, nature preserves,
and scenic areas for this alignment alternative. In addition, the freeway has substandard
features (e.g., medians and shoulders) in many places, and it ks assumed that any room that
might be available for HST facilities likely would be used by Caltrans to upgrade the freeway
in these areas. The considerable earthwork and retaining walls needed through Palo Alto
and Woodside would have potentially significant impacts to nature preserves. The 1-280
corridor would not allow a convenient connection to San Francisco International Airport from
the south—the alignment alternative would have to leave the freeway corridor and pass
through Hillsborough and Burlingame to provide access to the airport. For these reasons, the
1-280 corridor is not considered to be a practicable alternative for HST service between San
Jose and San Francisco,

The Authority ultimately concurred in this rationale, finding that this alignment was property
eliminated. (Bav Area to Central \(aley H'lgh-Speed Train, CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement
of O P lution 08-01, July 2008).)

mmammmmnsanmumwmmmhmm
along the Peninsula, and this corridor offers the opp for ¢ ¥ bocal, ¢

and statewide rail services to be fully integrated. The Caltrain JPB views the HST system as an
opportunity to upgrade its services and improve this rail corridor.

8N jJa: The City suggests that
mrﬁtumnq Ihe entlle wstecn underglwnd mmul_]h I:he Penlrmla would reduce impacts. A
tnmelaltemahvelncﬂaeentneCahamMnr(SOnul&s]muldbempacbmhlebemumn
would have major construction issues and high capital costs assodiated with constructing a tunnel
below an active existing facility, while maintaining rail traffic on the surface. While
Caltrain's electrification plans could be compatible with such a tunnel option, freight service
‘would likely remain on the surface for two reasons: (1) the freight railroad would not necessarily
convert to electric locomotives; and (2) the freight railroad would need access to shippers who
amaquoewau)auemwmecaualnmdway Since Caltrain and freight services share
track, this option is infe the that tunnels over 12 miles
in length are impracticable, bemnseufmnstmdablltyamnostlm For these reasons, the
lengthy tunnel did not merit consideration in the Program EIR/EIS. As discussed below,
howewver, one or more tunnels or trenches of shorter length will be considered during the project-
level environmental procoss,

ALIFORNIA
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California High-Speed Rail Authority
Responses to Comments in City of Menlo Park Letter, 09/25/07
Page3of 7

2. Grade Separation

The City's letter includes « about the ion on grade in the Draft
Program EIR, the potential for grade separations to cause inpacts and potential mitigation for
such impacts in the form of a trench. The Draft Program EIR/EIS included information on grade
separations akong the entire Caltrain Corridor and within Menlo Park in Appendices 2D and 2E.
The analysis in the Draft and Final Program EIR documents concluded that grade separations
along the Caltrain Coeridor would not adversely impact local traffic circulation and could reduce
noise impacts. The Project EIR/EIS will further study at a greater level of detail the benefits and
potential impacts of grade separations on Menlo Park and neighboring cities,

The Authority acknowledges the City's concem that grade separation by raising tracks could
create a "walled effect” that might divide the City. The conceptual planprofiles in the Draft
Program EIR/EIS show the alignment through Menlo Park as retained fill." Retained fill does
not, however, mean that the height of the fill will by definition be significant or create a “walled
effect.” In some locations in Menlo Park, at the conceptual level for the Program Level document:
the elevation of the rails is approximately 10-15 feet higher than the existing land and the right
of way required would be approximately 75 feet (see cross section below).
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The precise alignment and profile options for the HST system in the Caltrain Corridor will be
further evaluated and refined as part of the preliminary engineering and project-level
environmental review and could include trench andfor tunnel concepts. Available right-of-way,
effect on adjacent communities and costs will be among key factors considered as part of this
review, Subject to this further more detalled study, use of a trench through Atherton and Menlo
Park or other portions of San Francisco to San Jose segment may be a cost-effective approach
and will, therefore, be evaluated during the next phase of the HST project. The Authority is
aware of the various design and construction techniques that can be applied for development of
a trench.

3. Electrification

The Authority acknowledges the City's concerns about the visual appearance of the overhead
catenary power supply for the trains. The Program EIR/EIS considered the visual effects of the
HST system along the Caltrain Corridor in Chapter 3.9, At a conceptual level of detall, the
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Program EIR/EIS process concluded that the poles and wires associated with the electrification
would not pose a "significant” visual impact. The visual impacts were rated "low,” because the
poles and wires of electrification would reinforce the linear form of the railway corridor. Still, the
EIR and the y adopted, a plan that will be considered in the project-
lewel EIRJEIS as follows:

#  Use neutral colors and dulled finishes that minimize reflectivity for catenary support
structures, and design them to fit the context of the spedific locale. (Final Program
EIRJEIS, .5395 mmm&mwalleymghsmedmin.caqarmngswmam

lution 08-01, July 2008).)

Further, the Authority is committed to working with local agencies and communities during
subsequent project-level environmental review to develop systemwide design elements that draw
fmhhuwaﬁmmﬂdwldeanﬂmmﬂnweﬁwofdagnmamlyﬁmdwﬂop
context-sensitive aesthetic designs and for HST | bridges,
tunnel portals, soundwalls, walls and fencing, stations, support facilities, ete.).

A mare detailed review of the visual impacts i with p {induding
emnmmammmmmmmmnmuﬁm
environmental review. The mitigation described in the Program ETR/EIS and adopted by the
Autherity, and will be considered during the project-level
environmental review process.

The Authority recognizes that plans for Caltrain's electrification are well under way. Further
progress of the Caltrain electrification project will be taken into account in future project-level
environmental reviews for the HST project in this cormidor. The assumption at the Program Level
was that there would be one, compatible catenary system that would serve both Caltrain and the
HST system. This assumption could be reexamined at the Project level analysis.

The Caltrain / Peninsula Comidor Joint Powers Board supports the use of the Caltrain Corridor for
HST service. The Authority and Caltrain have signed a Memorandum of Understanding to
establish, among other items, a complementary train service plan effectively serving the local,
regional, and statewide markets. Such a plan would optimize service levels to meet such
markets, as is done in the European and Japanese markets.

4. Noise and Vibration Mitigation

The City's letter states that noise and vibration impacts from the HST systerm must be clearly
identified and addressed, The Draft and Final Program EIR/EIS documents analyzed the
potential for noise and vibration impacts in section 3.4 at a conceptual level using relevant
ariteria adopted by the FRA (U.S. Department of Transportation 2005), FHWA (U.S. Department
of Transportation 1998), and FTA (Federal Transit Administration 2006), each of which has
established criteria for assessing noise impacts. For purposes of CEQA, the ETR/EIS conduded
that impacts were significant over the long-term from introduction of a new transportation
systern, but also noted that the HST would be traveling at reduced speeds and the Caltrain
Corridor communities would benefit from grade separation improvements for existing services
and electrification of the railroad. The EIR described the potential for noise barriers such as
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sound walls, trenches, or earthen berms to reduce noise impacts, and for track treatments to
reduce vibration impacts.

A more detailed review of additional noise and vibration impacts associated with proposed
improvements along the Caltrain Corridor will be performed during the project-level
environmental review for the San Francisco to San Jose saction, The mitigation strategies
adopted by the Authority as part of the Program EIR/EIS process will be refined and applied as
appropriate where noise impacts are found significant at the project level. The potential use of a
trench for reducing notse impacts will be part of more detailed analysis.

‘While the program-level of analysis concluded that noise impacts on the Peninsula would be
significant overall, a focused noise study in the Bay Area to Central Valley region (at Charleston
Road in Palo Alto) showed the potential noise reduction benefits of eliminating hom blowing at a
typécal Caltrain grade crossing on the San Francisco Peninsula. Assessment of noise impacts.
from homns at grade crossings was performed with FRA's hon noise model and annoyance based
criteria. The hom notse model indicated an 81% reduction in the number of people impacted
within 0.25 mi {0.40 km) of that intersection by elimination of hom nolse from commuter trains.
Although the results vary depending on the local population density and proximity of residences
and other sensitive land uses at each grade crossing, they illustrate the magnitude of the
m:;:!gewbee:pemdifh‘nwdingofmnsaﬂbeﬂsateﬁaingraluussingsmld

Removing all potential remaining hom notse would not necessarily eliminate HST noise impacts,
however, because the sound of the trains would remain. The proposed HST would add its own
noise to that of other trains using the railroad cormidor. Carrying the focused study further, it was
found that approximately 75% of the at-grade crossings to be eliminated with the propased HST
system are located adjacent to residential areas with a high potential noise impact rating. Thus,
although there would be a clear benefit from the elimination of the homs and warning signals,
there would be additional train nolse and vibration primarily from the high train speed and
frequency of service. In the project-level EIR/EIS, more detailed noise and vibration studies will
determine whether the noise reductions associated with grade separations will reduce noise so
significantly as to outweigh any increased noise from the new HST system,

5.  Ereight

The City expresses concern about the potential for increased freight as a result of the HST
system creating grade separations along the Peninsula. The HST system along the Caltrain
Cormidor will share some trackage with Caltrain express commuter trains, but not with freight
frains. The potential for freight traffic to increase along the Caltrain corridor is unclear. Freight
rail services on the Peninsula are provided by Caltrain under a trackage right agreement. As
mentioned above (Response to Comment number 3), the Authority and Caltrain are working
together to develop a complementary train service plan. Caltrain will work with the fraight
services and others with regard to future freight activity on the corridor. The potential for freight
service increase, if any, and the limits of that potential in the Caltrain comridor, will depend in part
on the outcome of Caltrain's planning efforts. The study of possible freight service on the
Dumbarton corridor was not within the scope of the program-level EIR/EIS for the HST system in
the Bay Area to Central Valley, The Authority will examine the potential for increased freight
service as part of the examination of cumulative impacts in the Project EIR.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies
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6. Eunding
The City asks for a detailed cost/benefit and fiscal impact analysis and suggests it should be
provided to voters prior to the November 2008 election. The feasibility of the High Speed Rail
System was established by the California High Speed Rail Commission in 1996 thus leading to
legislative and gubernatorial creation of the Authority later that year. The High Speed Rail
Authority affirmed the financial feasibility of the system when it adopted its Business Plan in
2000, and its revised Business Plan in November of 2008, These documents include cost/benefit
analyses and fiscal and there is a significant financial benefit to
building the project, In addition to the Business Plans, regional economic studies were published
in October of 2008. Those studies also described the economic benefits of the High Speed Train
System. Nldmmnanlhb&mm&ﬁwmhwﬂalmm

. For your convenience, we enclase copies of both the 2000 and
mmmxsﬁans.

On November 4, 2008, the voters of California voters ithon 1A, pi g bond
mm;mwwmmdhlmmdmﬂﬁmm&nMMln
Northern California and Los Angeles/ Caﬁfurllla. with the

y's selected that were approved in its program EIR/EIS in 2005,
and its Bay Area to Central Valley program EIR/EIS in 2008, The Authority seeks to share the
costs of constructing the HST system, including the first phase supported by Proposition 14
funds, but also substantial funding from the federal government and local and regional agencies.
In addition, the Authority seeks public/private partnerships that will utilize private capital funding
for certain aspects of the HST system,

7. Other Environmental Impacts

The Authority acknowledges the City's garding the level of detail about impacts from
the H5T system. The Authority received many comments expressing concern about the level of
detail in the program EIR/EIS and seeking a far greater level of detail in the impacts analysis,
For this reason, the Auth 2 in Volume 3 of the Final Program
EIR/EIS, mwmmmdammmwdmmmmdeImu
analysis will be provided in future, tiered environmental impact reports, For your convenience,
‘we enclose a copy of that standard response.  Potential impacts to trees, visual impacts and
traffic circulation issues will all be studied in detail during the Project EIR/EIS. See standard
response number 2 enclosed herein.

Attachments

After litigation commenced, the ges receipt of the o
attached to the City's September 25, 2007, letter

A. City of Menlo Park comments and resolution on the first California High Speed
Rail Program EIR/EIS dated August 26, 2004. (The Authority provided written
responses to such letter as part of that document. The responses can be found
as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS published In 2005. I enclose a copy of
the response.)
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B. City of Menlo Park comments on the Caltrain Electrification EIR/EIS dated May
24, 2004.

€. City of Menlo Park comments an the Dumbarton Rail Comridor Project dated July
23, 2007.

D. City of Menlo Park comments on the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Rail Plan
dated August 29, 2007,

Additional Information

The Authority and its consultants met with the City of Menlo Park at its City Hall on January 7,
2009, to discuss the future environmental documentation process and invite attendance at the
Scoping Meetings that were coming up at the end of January, At that meeting the Authority

agreed to keep the ity inft of material of the project and to check with the
City regularty regarding the project. The Authority looks forward to working with the City on the
project.

Page 14-170

ALIFORNIA



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO18 (Kim Rook, Santa Clara County, April 2, 2010)

LO18

Kris Livingston

From: Kim Rook [kim.rook@pin scogov.org)
Sent: Friday, Apnl 02, 2010 3:02 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: HST Revised Draft Program/EIR

I would like to request a GIS or CAD file of the proposed Pacheco Pass Alignment route maps,
sheets PP@-PP7, to assist in County review of the project. I was not able to find Sheets
PP5, PPB, or PP7

within the Revised Draft Program EIR Materials on the website.

Please let me know how to obtain the electronic files of the maps.

Lo18-1

Regards,

Kim Rook

Planner III

Santa Clara County
(408) 299-5790
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LO18-1

Additional correspondence has occurred since the submittal of the
comment. Sheets PP5, PP6 and PP7 were not included in the 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Materials as the sheets in question were
not revised. The Sheets are available as part of the 2008 Final
Program EIR.
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Office of the Mayor
Town of Atherton

91 Ashfield Road
Atherton, California 94027
Phone: (650) 752-0500

Fax: (650) 614-1212

April 12, 2010

Carrie Pourvahidi, Executive Director
California High Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street — Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

cc. Dominic Spaethling, Regional Manager
California High Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms Pourvahidi:

The Atherton Town Council and the Rail Committee are preparing comments regarding
the Revised Program EIR/EIS. We respectfully request a 30 day extension of the
comment period beyond April 26", for the following reasons:

1.

Please grant our request so that we may participate fully in this important endeavor to the
best of our ability.

. The extension of time for the comment period will not in of itself lengthen the

. Atherton is relying greatly on residents who have had relevant experience to

. You have received verbal and written requests from other agencies asking for

The rail project is the largest Public Works project ever in California, and the
nation, and yet, the same minimum length of time for the public comment
period has been set as would be applied to a project 1/ 100" its size. Some
consideration should be given to the size and complexity of the project to
allow for analysis and comment by the public and interested agencies.

project schedule. The court has allowed work to continue on the project
segments despite there is not a certified Program EIR.

do much of the analysis of the revised document. A single staff person is
making an effort to pull all the information together into a cohesive document.
Before the document can be released the City Council must approve it at its
April 21% Council meeting. To do all this in time to meet the present deadline
is an almost impossible task.

the same consideration of extending the deadline for the comment period.

LO19

L019-1

If you or others have questions, please feel frec to contact me or City Manager Jerry
Gruber.

Sincerely,

TOWN OF ATHERTON
Arazay Ao
Kathy MVcKeithen

Mayor

cc: Town Council
Atherton Rail Committee

'CALIFORNIA
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LO19-1

The commenter requests a 30-day extension of the 45-day comment
period provided for this document. Consistent with CEQA
requirements, the Authority has provided a 45-day public comment
period under CEQA, from March 11, 2010, to April 26, 2010. The
Authority has not extended the comment period beyond April 26,
2010, however, the Revised Draft Program EIR Material has been
publicly available since March 4, 2010, a week before the official 45-
day public comment period commenced on March 11, 2010. The
document has therefore been available to the public for a total of 52
days.
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Lozo

Kris Livingston

From: Duncan Jones [djones@ci atherton ca.us)
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 1:07 PM
To: HSR Comments
Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments Town of Atherton
Attachments: 042810CommentsEIR. PDF
- - 91 Ashfield Road

Atherton, California 94027
650-752-0500

California High Speed Rail Authority
Fax 650-688-6528

Attention: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Attached is the Town of Atherton’s comment letter.

Duncan L. Jones, P.E.
Public Works Director/City Engineer Aptil 26,2010
Town of Atherton
91 Ashfield Road
Atherton, CA 94027
650.752.0532

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comments on Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report Material

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Town of Atherton has reviewed the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material. An Atherton City Council Resolution
stating the Town’s position (adopted in 2004 and still applicable today) is attached, along with 1,020-1
our previous lefter on the original EIR/EIS dated October 25, 2007. We reiterate all of the issues
raised in our original letter, many of which can affect the decision on the appropriate alignment
for the HST project. We request that the Authority reevaluate each of these comments in light of
new information available since the original DEIR was prepared.

The court ruling in Town of Atherton et al v, California High Speed Rail Authority gave the
Authority an excellent opportunity to “do it right”. The “material” presented in the document we
reviewed does not accomplish this lofty goal. Not only does it not respond to the court’s ruling, it
does not follow the requirements.of CEQA. And most of all, it still does not adequately respond
to the concerns of the people most affected. The public controversy over the alignments selected
in the months since the court ruling should have resulted in a reevaluation of other alternatives, 1.020-3
either another way to run the train up the Peninsula, and/or another route not on the Peninsula,
The opportunity was there, and so far it has been missed.

L020-2

The point of the EIR process and of CEQA is to come up with the best alternative, not to just do
the absolute minimum to respond to the court’s order. The court ruling specifically decertified L020-4
the entire document, not just specific parts. The changes resulting from the parts focused on -
could very well result in different alternatives being preferred environmentally, as well as
economically.
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train

Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material
Comments

April 26, 2010

Page 2 of 10

In fact, the revised material entirely missed several elements of the court’s ruling, specifically
related to land use impacts and vibration, that apply to the entire corridor. Instead, they focused
their analysis almost entirely on the San Jose to Gilroy segment. There is no analysis of these
impacts on Atherton and our neighbors.

To meet the requirements of CEQA, to respond to the voice of the people of the Peninsula, and
to “do it right”, the Draft Environmental Impact Report should be reevaluated in light the court’s
order and the new information, republished in its entirety and recirculated for a de novo public
comument period. .

Our staff, our Rail Committee and our City Council have the following specific comments, both
on the material presented, and on the program for the Bay Area to the Central Valley as a whole:

DEIR MATERIAL
Land Use Impacts

First and foremost the material presented does not respond to the court’s ruling with respect to
land use impacts. Referring to land acquisition on the Peninsula, specifically in Atherton, the
ruling states: “The need for the taking of additional property...will be required to be analyzed.”
The materials presented do not do this.

The consultants preparing the response have misread the court’s ruling and focused entirely on
the UPRR issue, mostly from San Jose to Gilroy. However, the court’s ruling clearly states that
“the need to acquire additional property [on the Peninsula] is a related issue that will be required
to be analyzed”. To read this otherwise detracts from the fact that the court was discussing the
response to Atherfon’s comment and the CEQA finding that the “HST tracks were expected to fit
within the Caltrain right of way”. They were referring to the UPRR issue elsewhere in the ruling,
and stating that land use impacts on the Peninsula needed to be re-analyzed along with the UPRR
issue. The consultants entirely missed this point also.

On Page 3-3, section 3.2.2 discusses the San Francisco to San Jose Corridor, buried under the
heading of “No Access to UPRR Rights-of-Way”, ignoring that Peninsula land use impacts are
not necessarily related to the UPRR issue, but are an issue requiring a separate and distinct
analysis. The half-hearted attempt made to dismiss this issue, using minimizing words such as
“predominantly within the PCIPB right-of-way”, “mostly within the public right of way” and
“need for limited property acquisition” does not satisfy the court-ordered analysis. There is not a
single description of these property impacts, how much property or where they are. The section
does state that property impacts moved from low to “low and medinm”, but without any further
analysis. This does not comply with the court order.

‘We now know that the HST tracks will not fit within the Caltrain right of way on much of the
Peninsula. Current project level studies are clear that additional right of way will be required

L020-5

L020-6

L020-7

L020-8

L020-9

Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train

Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material
Comments

April 26, 2010

Page 3 of 10

throughout the Peninsula, not only for the four tracks, but also for temporary detours or

“shooflys”, for reconfigured Caltrain stations and for realigned local roadways. The concept of
shared tracks with Caltrain has been eliminated from consideration, as presented in the recently
released Alternatives Analysis Report for the San Francisco to San Jose Section, April 2010,
although it was a primary basis for the land use findings in the original DEIR. That report, on
page 4-2 states “Under normal operating conditions, HST is assumed to operate predominantly
on two mainline tracks and Caltrain is assumed to operate predominantly on the other two
maintine tracks.” This is not “shared use”, it is exclusive use even though connections are
available for use under abnormal conditions. This new information, available at the time the new
material was prepared, should have been considered and should have caused the entire land use
section to be reevaluated. This is what the court ordered. The reevaluation of land use impacts
should result in a renewed look at the route alternatives, because the land use impacts would be
considerable.

The concept that the HST would share tracks with Caltrain was one of the primary bases for the
elimination of the US-101 and I-280 alternatives. Such a basis should not have been used in the
first place, but now that new information has come to light, those route alternatives should be
reevaluated in sufficient detail to determine if they are the better way to run HST up the
Peninsula. More on this below.

Monterey Highway

The issues around placing the HIST within the Monterey Highway right-of-way are numerous
and complex, resulting is additional potentially significant impacts, including traffic impacts to
the.-Monterey Highway and other impacts to adjacent properties. These impacts, when combined
with the impacts of the remaining portions of the corridor, should be reevaluated in total to
determine if the Pacheco Route alternative is the least impacted corridor.

In addition, the HST through this corridor may not be able to achieve the high speeds required to
achieve the required 2:42 travel time from Los Angeles to San Francisco. A further note is that
this alignment is longer than the Altamont alternative, so any loss of time will jeopardize
compliance with the requirements of AB 3034. A Peninsula alignment using I-280 could be
designed to achieve higher speeds than on the Caltrain corridor, making up for the time lost on
the Monterey Highway and the Jonger Pacheco alignment.

Vibration Impacts

The court’s ruling also required a revised analysis and finding of vibration impacts. This ruling
has been completely ignored in the materials we reviewed. This is just one more reason why this
effort needs to be rejected by the Authority and redone in compliance with the cowrt’s ruling and
with CEQA. .

L020-9

cont.

L020-10

L020-11

L020-12

L020-13

CALIFORNIA

Page 14-176



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO20 - Continued

Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train
Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material

Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train
Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material
Comments

Comments
April 26, 2010 i April 26, 2010
Page 4 of 10 ; Page 5 of 10
PROGRAM LEVEL hm - CALTRAIN CORRIDORV cannot possibly mitigate for the loss of trees, many of them heritage oak trees that have been L»OVZO-17
growing for hundreds of years. These impacts should be avoided where possible by evaluating cont.
Use of Caltrain Corridor alternative alignments that do not use the Caltrain Corridor.
As previously discussed in our letter of October 25, 2007, high speed rail along the Caltrain The Final BIR response to our comment that “no trees need to be removed to add two tracks to
corridor is not necessary or desirable. In fact, the devastation which would be wreaked upon . the existing line” is a factually incorrect statement in light of the studies that have already been
Peninsula cities by construction of a high speed rail line through the narrow Caltrain corridor 1020-14 dome for Caltrain Electrification. Those studies showed that tree removal was needed just to add
would be considerable. The initial premise that HST would share tracks with Caltrain has proven : electrification to the existing two-track system. Adding two more tracks, also with electrification,
to be unworkable, but the study never took the appropriate step back to determine if there was a }’Vﬂl ilnilalc:}inaﬂy mcreﬁirce& Rjiglt'lltlof ;aEyl acqyéiéioil to fim'den ltlsle natrow right of way will 1L020-18
better alternative based on this significant change in the underlying premise. impact e trees on the acquired land. Electrified shoofly tracks, even on temporary
. construction easements, will requite even more removal of heritage trees, which cannot be
The Draft EIR did not consider and the revised material does not revise the DEIR to reflect the adequately replaced after the easement is no longer needed. These impacts have not been
impacts of dedicated HST tracks. It therefore does not include the significant associated costs : appropriately minimized, and are an extremely significant impact on the Peninsula that can be
and environmental impacts of alternatives involving dedicated HST tracks within the Caltrain ! avoided by other route alternatives.
right of way. Additional considerations must include: : Right of Way Tpact:
Right of Way Impacts
Land acquisition for wider right of way and dedicated boardi latforms ) X . .
: Additicgalliracka " inclugigg]:em :raiv “shoo-fly” mck; mer 3 Property on the Peninsula is some of the most valuable property in the country. A right of way
. Wider tunnels W]g o o uirec% porary cost for 10 acres of land at $16,500,000 will be completely inadequate, considering that houses
W? da .nh 1§r R .q ired : on small lots (less than % acre) sell for over $1 million, and especially in light of the severance
*  Wider trenches where require L020-15 | damages that are likely when taking a portion of a larger property. The costs of this acquisition 1,020-19
*  Additional costs to elevate or depress tracks J need to be accurately estimated. More critical are the impacts to the residents and businesses that
* Gradc separafions spanning additional tracks ! must continue on the remainder properties after the project is constructed, and the associated
e Additional electrification system costs i damages to be paid to the remainder. A true evaluation of these environmental, social and
o Additional signal system costs [ economic impacts alone could and should lead to the selection of a different preferred route,
e Additional station costs for more tracks and boarding platforms | either on the Peninsula or off the Peninsula.
* More tree removal . i
e More adverse visual and community impact “ Other Impacts
e Additional construction disruption
1 Many other impacts were addressed in our October 25, 2007 letter. Those comments still apply,
The analysis of dedicated track impacts should not be deferred to a subsequent project level ! and the IGSPOI‘ISSS-I:C.CeiVEbd at tl.w time were either inadequate, -factually incorrect, cogtradictmy
environmental and cost analysis since its results could then indicate that the prior selection of a or responded fo d'lﬁerem questions than the ones asked. A thorough reevaluation ofihes€ ‘ 102020
preferred alternative was wrong. The various alternatives on the Peninsula that do not use the L020-16 1m§acts, m th: Péi’cess Offectl-"c“lzmi’g a i-}u Dl?iﬁt}?m> sh?ulé! Tes'iﬂit;l%fa PT;)P;EF evalllxa(é‘on Off
Caltrain Corridor, and that could result in lesser impacts when studied at the project level, i and response to the comments made by cilies and their proiessional stalt, and e evaiuation ©
including the US-101 and I-280 routes, should remain in the range of alternatives so that they other route alternatives, either at the program level or retaining them for consideration at the
can be studied at the project level. | project level.
|
Heritage or Significant Trees Peninsula Alignment using the 1-280, 1-380 or US-101 Corridors
With dedicated HST tracks, the High-Speed Train system would have considerably more impact ‘;‘/hile we s“fp_mtl?c Atltlam;‘nt aliglfungpthfor high sgeed rail l(s?e bﬁlo‘;’gvblf thedsout}lerlyf )
; ; H acheco route is ultimately chosen for high speed rail, an analysis should be made of continuing
to trees in 1.hc Pen}nsula m‘?an area thal} thf: shared track concept of the DEIR and the Caltrain 1020-17 the high speed rail line ﬁ'o}lln Gon Jose fo San %ranciscb vither zia the Bast Bay and & new trans-g 1020-21
electrification project. There are a considerable number o_f mature and heritage trees along the i bay fube (For the reasons stated in our October 25, 2007 lefter) of along the 1-250, 1-380 or US-
corridor, especially in the Town of Atherton, that will be impacted by the project. Replanting | y > Long > =360 or
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Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train
Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material
Comments Comments
April 26, 2010 April 26,2010
Page 6 of 10 Page 7 0f 10
101 Corridors. These alternatives have the potential to avoid considerable siguiﬁcant in;ﬁaété to 1%0210'21 We note that the Alternatives Analysis (AA) recently released contains several more “reasons”
the Peninsula. cont- why the 1-280 and US-101 alignments should not be considered further, however most relate
only to the cost of the system interfacing with highway curvature, grades and bridges. Many of
The 1-280 corridor offers innumerable advantages over the Caltrain corridor in terms of land use these same issues are present on the Caltrain corridor, where curvature is not sufficient for high
and other environmental impacts and construction costs. The 101 corridor also has many of spes‘ds, grades to n_aect the needs of the co_mmunmes_ on the‘Pemnsula.wzll apgroach HST
these benefits over the Caltrain corridor. Either alignment avoids the dramatic impacts to the maximums, and bridges across the Caltrain tracks will require expensive modifications. The AA
established residential communities and commercial establishments along the Peninsula Caltrain also contains two paragraphs about environmental effects, showing that these have not been
corridor. thoroughly studied sufficient to make a comparison of environmental effects with the Caltrain
alignment. The relative environmental impacts and costs of the alternatives need to be evaluated 102025
‘We refer you to a report titled Evaluation of an Alignment for the Californai High Speed Rail and compared before such a decision is made. cont.
project Bay Are to Central Valley Segment prepared by setec ferroviaire and submitted to the 1,020-2: . 3 . . .
CHSRA as a part of the California Rail Foundation’s comments. That study clearly shows the And finally, the AA repeats the goal to connect the HST with Caltrain and the Caltrain stops. But
benefits of the 101 corridor over the Caltrain corridor from Redwood City to South San this is not the goal of the HST, the goal of the HST is to get from San Francisco to Los Angeles.
Francisco. The same benefits accrue if the 101 corridor is used from San Jose to Redwood City. A mid-Peninsula station is not essential to this goal (and is not included in AB 3034), as
In fact, there are no curves between Redwood City and San Jose on the 101 corridor that would Peninsula riders can take a Caltrain express train to San Jose and transfer to the HST express to
restrict train speed. The 101 corridor could be directly connected to the San Francisco Los Angeles (which they would have to do anyway if they took the Caltrain Corridor HST or
International Airport people mover, instead of transferring from HST to BART at the Millbrae face stopping at every station on the way to LA). And if the airport is important (it is not
station and then having to connect from BART to the people mover to access the airport included in AB 3034 asa mandate), the line can reconnect with the Caltrain mmdor via I-380
terminals. A connection from Diridon station to 101 could feasibly include a direct connection to and an airport connection can be provided with BART from the San Bruno station.
San Jose international Airport as well, a connection benefit not available on the Caltrain corridor.
PROGRAM LEVEL EIR —~ ALTAMONT CORRIDOR
Construction along either corridor would have considerable less impact upon Peninsula towns, sdershi
could be easily accomplished while maintaining freeway traffic, and would have no impact upon L2023 Ridership
Caltrain operations. It would not b 1y as difficult as attempting to construct additional 20-2 . .
tracks, ovgrhead c:tena‘g:s a.ngogmz: :ea;;;atior:s in the Caltrairll’ corgri dor while miintlaligﬁfg New information has come to Iight after the DEIR and the court order that reflects that the
Caltra’in operations ridership model on which the route selection was based may have changed. The CHSRA
’ Business Plan contains different ridership than that on which the original DEIR was based. This
The Final EIR response to our comment to consider these corridors was that “The Caltrain JPB outs[andir}g is:suc has still not be,en tesolved, and ?S pen('iing 2 DeW peer review by UC Berkeley
views the HST as an opportunity to upgrade its services and improve the rail corridor.” This is ITS. Predicating a route selection on non-vetted ridership numbers is premature.
not an appropriate response, and does not address the comment. The public who are the residents L020-24 . . . N
of the oilzi];s tI))n the Pefu'nsula and own the Caltrain right-of-way do m}:t want the corridor The_ court mlmg approving t?ae foute selection was based on the model having beenlpaer .
upgraded in the fashion envisioned by the HST project. Neither should the Authority consider or revnev\red. New mformaw}l lnd')cates that Lh.e model was changed afier the pee: 1'ev1ew. This 1,020-26
care what the JPB wants for their system when considering the environmental impacts of the essentially voids the court’s ruling that the route selection based on this model was adequate.
HST project. An BIR based on data known to be obsolete or incomplete is invalid. To avoid further litigation
) ) o ) ) ] o ¥ . A blo al .
The I}»ZS 0 an dUS-1 0,1 alignments were lmpropsrly eliminated from f urmer' consi deration (a§ ggntg;sci(s;e, a ground-up reevaluation of the ridership for all feasible alternatives needs to be
described in Appendix A to the DEIR). Failure to fully evaluate these less intrusive alternatives
f a s@?iug: ant deﬁcllency in the DEI;_Rhth?; was nqt rex}nedxe;il m thg rev1is>ed rnatena;i It Shoiﬂd 1020-25 A number of experts in the field have looked at the ridership numbers and challenged them,
° x‘mté 1 alt fm ost Olt e seg{r‘lents oLt :11 ST P,ZOJ?CQ 1a;1de b terr}l;luve alngmngnts tl ken to the including the California Legislative Analyst’s Office. Independent analysis conducted in
project leve or;va huation. lhé Pemnsél a corndor 8 mi ‘la:i/e ose a Stimaltéve‘a g0 1%&;“5 . response to the revised material show that the demand estimates used in the ridership studies are
studied in more detail at the project level. The program level document should provide for this. three to five times greater than that planned and realized on European and Japanese systems.
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Corrected ridership projections could easily show that a different number of tracks are needed on rights of way are not available for HST use any more than the San Jose to Gilroy line.
the Peninsula, or that the Altamont corridor with an East Bay link is more appropriate. A Meanwhile, studies are already underway of non-UPRR aligments for the Altamont corridor, - 1.020-31
different alignment choice may even be needed to generate sufficient ridership to malke the HST such as utility corridors and highway corridors. A revised DEIR needs to evaluate those cont.
project viable. alternatives and revisit the preferred alternative.
L020-26
Revised ridership figures may also show that a true shared use corridor on the Peninsula could cont. The Atherton City Council, by unanimous vote in 2007, strongly recommended that the
work, with HST trains and Caltrain trains sharing the existing tracks between San Jose and San Altamont Pass Alternative be selected, with service to San Francisco via an additional tube under L020-32
Francisco (with sufficient improvements, i.e., to curves, to bring the travel time down to the the Bay between San Francisco and Oakland, and that the Peninsula Caltrain Corridor not be
mandated 31 minutes). A different operating paradigm may bring the project costs more in line used for High Speed Rail. This recommendation, based on the new information now available,
with budget availability and reduce environmental impacts and the associated mitigation costs. continues to be strongly supported.
Bast Bay Link CONCLUSION
A route alternative using the Caltrain right of way will take passengers away from Caltrain, The Bay Area to Central Valley HST Draft Program EIR/EIS for the Proposed California High-
negating the need for a Calirain “Baby Bullet” by providing redundant service. Even non- 1020-27 Speed Train System and the subsequent Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised L020-33
Caltrain Peninsula routes will divert riders from Caltrain. The HST may get the riders, but at the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report Material do not adequately address the potential
expense of Caltrain, a zero sum gain. This diversion of riders from an existing marginally environmental impacts to the San Francisco Peninsula that could be avoided or minimized by use
operating system could well cause the Caltrain system to fail from lack of farebox revenue. of appropriate alternatives. The responses to comments in the Final EIR did not adequately L.020-34
respond to Atherton’s comments. The revised material does not adequately address the changed 102035
Providing HST service in the East Bay and/or the Altamont Corridor will not duplicate existing conditions, new information and the mandate of the court order.
service, because no express service currently exists there. BART and ACE will continue to . o . . i X .
provide local service, with complementary BST service. HST can provide more timely express The Authonty needs to revisit the ahgmnent§ being considered, including several. that have been
service to the Bay Area from the more remote areas to San Jose and San Francisco and provide L020-28 previously suggested, and are suggested again here, but were not fully and sufficiently
service from other cities that BART and ACE do not serve, significantly enhancing ridership if considered, and select those that avoid significant impacts to the maximum extent possible.
those corridors are used. More of those riders would come from I-580 and I-880 vehicle traffic, . . . L020-36
rather than from the local transit services, a desirable outcome. If sufficient studies and evaluation have not been made at the program level to narrow the route
alternatives, and further studies at the project level would be more appropriate to sclecting a final
Altamont Pass Alignment route alternative, all feasible route alternatives, i.e., from San Jose to San Francisco or from the
Central Valley to San Francisco, should be retained until such further studies can be performed at
As commented in our letier of October 25, 2007, the Altamont Pass Alternative has the unique the project level. A valid alternative should not be removed until sufficient data has been
benefit that it could avoid the Town of Atherton and other Peninsula cities completely. The developed and studied to adequately make such a determination.
impacts of High Speed Rail to every Peninsula city will be as great, if not greater, than the L1020-29 - .
impacts to Atherton. As stated before, Caltrain already provides Baby Buﬁ’fzt service on the Please address the above comments by directing your staff and consultants to appropriately
Peninsula, so providing a redundant service on the Peninsula is inferior to providing a new consider the order of the cour, to reopen route alternatives that were closed prematurely, to L020-37
express rail service in the East Bay. adequately consider all comments submitted by the cities on the Peninsula and to revise and
recirculate a revised DEIR.
The San Jose to Oakland corridor is also a specified corridor in the AB 3034 list of corridors. As - . . . th
such, it should merit equal consideration. The response to our comment on the DEIR did not L020-30 Town staff welcomes the opportunity to meet with your team to discuss these comments.
indicate this had been studied at all, despite the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s ! Thank vou & derati
recommendation that a second tube between Oakland and San Francisco is needed. | you or your consideration.
The revised material evaluated several Altamont alignment alternatives, all using the UPRR right L02031 |
of way. These were not the appropriate alternatives to be used in this evaluation, because those : i
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Sincerely,

}v‘Wn of Atherton

Kathy McKeithen
Mayor

Attached: Atherton City Council Resolution 07-26
Letter of October 25, 2007

Town of Atherton

1 Ashifietd Ropd
Atherion, Califoraia 94027
GE0-752-0500

Fagr 650-685-6528

October 25, 2007

California Fligh-Speed Rail Autliority
9251 Sieet, Sujte 1425
Savraimento; CA-95814

Suliject: Conmments on-Galifornia BilghSjeed” Train. (HST) Diafi:Brogeam BIR/EH
g Bay AIGZL to-Central Walley

Ladies and Gentlemen:

HST Drahl’wnwm

) IR/EW for the Pm])meﬁ C ¢
Couicil 1 f; G stattour Rail

Commitiee; andipur C1ty Camwxl Havets Bllowing comments;

© ALIGNMENT

fisd Al it

For the geasonis disc L below; higlgpeed rail alongthe Caltraiii. comdans ot
nevessaiy or desirable, In fact, the G ion-whicl would be wreaked wp i
clties by constrnetion of  high-speed vail line througli the nartow (Laluam oorifdorwould
e immeasurable, .

Tlxe Altamont Pass Alernative basthe unique benefizthatii-could.avoid the Town of
Athetton-completely, This is 1ot just acooliial. The iinpacts of Figh-Bpeed Raili#to every.
Peninsula city will be as groat, if not groatet, disn thednpacts erfon. Caltrain -
aleady ;nowdusi%.my Bwllel seivice onithe Peningula, so pmvi avedundant seivice
onthe ¥ infeiforto providing-a il series inidhe East Bay
BART and Amtrale.donct provide expressservice. mthe Tast-Bagi),

A

We strongly support the propesal in the Metropolitan T mnspmamon Commission’s
(MTC) Regional Plan for an addmonnl twbe untler thie Bay between San Premcmcn and

Qakland to provide-additional.cap ity for BART ando-servisediigh-spewtl and offier a'aﬂ '

Attachment A
Included in
LO20-1
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California High-Speed Train

Bay Ares to Central Valley

Drafi Program EIR/EIS Comments
| October 25, 2007
Page 2 of 11

lines. The proposal to bring high-speed rail across the Dumbarton Bridge, south to San
Jose, and north to Ban Francisco with an under-bay connection 1o Oakland is illogicalin
tiat it runs the frains significantly fariher, crossing the'bay twice, to reach San Francisoo
and Oakland, A fay better proposal wold be-to bringa Kigh-speed line througl Al
directly to San Jose-on the cast side ol the San Frandiseo Bay, with-anofhisr high-spsed
tine heading notth from the Aliamont Pass to Daldand and’ through the sew frans-bay-
fube-to-San Franciseo, -

Al best, i the HST were-in the Caltéiain corridos, #he Peninsula would be served oily by
the “local” version of high-speed rafl. Any passenger on‘the Peninsula desiting to-reach
Bouthers Califoriviaby-express High-speed 1ail servies would have o transfot at-Sai Joge.,
Instead, the Peninsula should rely upon Caltraiti.as thie means for Peninsula ritfers 1o

teach either San Frangisco.or San Jose a5 a starting poiitfor express trave] to Southery.
California, :

If g fiew trans-bay fube is not included, the High-Speed Train litie:can‘cross the Bay on
the.Dupbariomrail lneand enter the Cabtrain coridor et Redwood City, serving San:
Traneiseo onty on the west side.of the Bay-north-from Redwaod City. Traitt setvice:
hrough. Atherton would be-orly tic Caltrain seivice, which would rovide:commecting
setvice to o High-Speed Rafl station, At least half of the Peninsula eities would be
avoided under this Seendrio, .

The Atherton City'Conneil, by te SFONgIY rEcolimends ik the
-Altamont Pags Alteraative:be selected, with#ervice fo San Francisee via avy X
dditional tuhe wnder the Bay between San Franciseo and Oald and that4he

0
Peninsula Caltrain Corvidornot beused:for Wigh-Speed Rail, If the-Altamont Pass

Alternative is selected withoutthe additions! tibe, then the-Authority-shoulél revonsider
three-way trainsplit in the East Bay with serviee to Oakland, San Francisco and:San Toge
from.the Bast Bay junction, : : ’ .
SHARED CALTRAIN TRACKS

Sehedule Conflicts

Al aliesnatives fivolving the-Caltrain Coridor assnme that High-Speed Trains slace
tracks with Caltiain commiiter trdins. Tliis assumption is fandamental tothe costs.and
environmental impacts of Calttain Cottidoralternatives. Howeyet the validity sfthis
agsumption does not appear ta be. substantiated by analysis or imulations bPepevitivnal
feasibility. Caltrain and FIST are two separate aufonomons enfities serving different
markets. Caltrain and FIST would each want and need tontro] over ‘schedulinig'and.
dispatehing of thelr own trains in otder fo best serve fhie needs of theirriders. Bharing
tracks would fnvolve inevitable-basic scheduling and dispatching conflists plus fiequent’

California High-Speed Train
Bay Areato Central Valley
Drfl Program BIRFEIS Comments
Oetober 25, 2007
Page.d of 1]

L when determining p in responss to emergencies, breakdowns and other
train defays of either entity.

The Caltrain Strategic Plan Build-Ous Scenario for 2023 calls for138 daily weekday
trains, inclnding 87 express-and limited trains, many of which would probably be
compefing Yor space on the same tracks asFST tiaing if tracks-were shayed. The HST
Business Plan Timetable Bxampic for 2020 shows 116 weekday trains to and fiom San
Fraicisco. Caltrdin future plans include providing capacity for 19 trains per how in:sack
divection during the weekday 3-bour-moarning and:evening gieaks: The HST Timetable
Txample shows'7 weekday taing:per hourdn each direction diring morming andevening
peaks. There.does not appearito be any-analysis-sliowihy whéther the mimber and

" frequency of Calteain and HST frains san be avcommodated. en-slaved tracks; or how

ight be seheduled and dispatched. How:could multiple Caltvein Baby Bullegor .
vains with 4 to 8:station stops between San, Frarcisco and San Jose share 4trick
with multiple 120 mph non-stop HST ruin betwween San Franclsco and San.Jose? These
multiple traing would be daparting-at frequeiitintervals durtig eack pedk.hour,

Dedicated Tracks

Sharei tracles appenr 1 be-compleiely infegsibie. The best:possible-way ip

many potential conflicts would be for HST fo Hiave 1tg-owi completely dedicated tracks.
The need.for dedivated tracks has been thie HST. position-for inany yeats and-foreefully
-arieulated by tourd member Diridoniat HET board mestings and other:public imeetings,
Tt is sunprising that the. Draft EIR/BIS now assumes FIST fiacks shared with Caltraiiy
tracks without suppoiting analysis:or explaniation,

Chaltrain now has at least two tracks-along its right of way between San Francisco-and:San
Jose, Sotie segmetits huve'3 or# tiacks to proiide for needs such-as Baby Bullets
passing other slower (mostly local)trafns. Caltrain’s Pootprint Stucly hadiindicatsda
future need for 3 or4 tracks throvghout-much:of its 1; IFEIST shared.right of
way (but.sot-tiacks) with-Catirdfly it wouldl tieed 4t Jeast two:of its own tdedicated dracks.
Thetefors, the future right of way would need to.aceommodate a total o€ 5 or 6 fracks;
possibly more in some segments, between San Francisco and San Jose, The 1ight:of way
“would have to be widened sigrificantly thioughout much of its Tength, requiring
extensive ligh valie land acquisition. Tle Draft BIR/EIS states-that the HST nozsddor
from Ban Fraciseo to San Jose would be built inostly within the existing Calirain
worridor, This statement would-beincorrect with:dedicated HST tracks.

Dedicated Platforms

Dedicated tracks would also-vequire-dedicated boarding-platfornis. at all stations served by
Doth H8T and Caltrain. This would require further figh value land dequisition at
common station sites, Most if-not all of these:station would be grade separated, 1equiring

Al

achment A
Included in
L020-1
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expensive accessibility provision for the added platforms, since obviously al-prade
pedestrian crossings of any mack would be uiaceepitabile:

Emypaots Not-Bvaluated

Sirice the Draft BISEIR does-nat consider dedicated HST tracks s doesimotinelide the
significant associated costs and envii onmema) Inmacts of aliernatives mvoivmg 1he
Caltrain right-of-way, “ldv*vmml OnSi ficlude:

Land isition for wider tighit-of-way aiid duﬁmmd boatdmgplnlfvrms
Additional track age including 1e1upomry “show-fly* tracis: .

* "Wider tminels wheve.reqtiired
Wider trenches wherexequired
Additional costs to slevateor: Aepressitracks
Grade separations-spanning-additiorial tracks
Additional e)seifification system costs
Additional signal sisterh costs
Additiona] station:osts for
Moretres temmoval.
More ad isunlandcor

* Additional construetion dmuptmz,

{dsearding platforns

e prefisad roits
of dedicated track:
I ital-And st
{eetion of - praferred

Tlmse impacts should be add | before renphing a:
smocﬂm‘ consiflerationsould lefeotihcouiwm@ ‘The-analysi

ould ngt be:deferred 1o.a sabsequent projist Teval
icedts results dould then indicate tum unem‘ 1
altetnafive:was wrong:

IVIPACTS

fasues, the Sollpwing inpasts

Byen veithoutthe dedicated tacks and pf

- the Peninsulanre inadequately addiosseil in the EIR/EIS in evaludting the altermative

aliguinsnts. for the HST. Corectly addressing fhesedmipacts would requite.an analysis of
approp: iate avoidance altermatives or mitigation, It shouid benotedthat in an
envitommerital semng, -aliernatives to avoitlenviv L imya 1 should “beartse |
before niifigation is considered:

- Visual and Noise

The two mostextreme impacts. of 2 High Speed Ratlsystent en-ths Peninsls will e
noise and visval inpacts from At elevated clectrified 120 mph:train. The projest proposes
steel whes] steel rail techuology. Regardiess of how well ¢ dthe projeds, the
tiains will make vorisidesable noise.as ﬂway pass through vosidlential communmeq within

Attachment A

Ir ded in

L020-1

* Peninsula coridor; BST thould thereloror

California Hig

‘Bay Area 1o Centra v’n]ley“

Draft Program EIR/EIS Comments
Oetober 25, 2007
Page 50f 11

yards of people’s bedrooms. And so long as the frain is proposed to be elevmad on
retining walls or berms, noise will propegate farther. Elevated clectrified t will bea
visual blight on the area, certainly not a “Low” impact as shown on Takle 3.9
However, should noise. walls above already slevated tracks be considéred as mmgmmn
for the nioise, they would be. an extremely significant.permanentand- -oppressive visual
presence 24 hours per day, seven days perweek, I HIST oi.the Periinsula is seleetod,
trench afternaiive, discussed below, would avoid impatts rather than aftemysting o
mitigate them with features that themsetves cavse. ddditional fmpacts,

It-shonid be noted also that in Section 3.4.1B the HET is attemptin;, {o.1alce credit for
eliminating horn noise at grade separatioris to offsst:tlie noise:of e FST on the Caltrain
Corridor from San Francisco to. San Jose: However, most dities on the Pulmsu]a,
cooperation with the cwent Caltzainigrade crossi ety project; will-creqiecqui

undlér the new Federal Railrodd Administation (FRA} regulations to eliminate the
sounding of trainliorns atall crossings. The zlesxgns for the supplemental safety measues
needed for a quiet zone i several Peninsula cliiés-ave chiréntly at the 65% levél atd
sxpected 16 be copstmeted next summer, Therefore; when HST begiiis project Joval

envitonmenital veview, traii horns will have already Been eliminated. Thiv adjustment for' -

a-onthe Pepigsula

existing.train hom woise-should be: wmow:d from the: sereening i
& s.are impldheniing

g
I0TE. A1 1oL

vorridor, and should be

qmet Zones;

Lv kewise Caltrain'is alieady well uudclwav 'wuh plavs o elecuﬁy their systein ﬂw‘
: ise- impacts fof fedul

fvcomitive naisethat will be-eliminated before. IIST is aleamv

Quiet zowesand Slectrification should be fncluded i1 the No-Pr ojectalfettative, and:
imipacts evatuated based-on oomparison of the No Project alternative fo the project

* alternatives, This-will show that e noise impacts of FIST, espeeiatly bn clevated] tiacks,

should be rated'as having:a high level of potential noise impacts, notia mediuny fevel, sud
those 1 1mpacts will be s;@lrﬁo’mc nnless-aveided ormitigated.

dicleciifioation cui

“The. comrbined wsual b‘hght offibise walls to nitigate 1
cnukd be overwhelmingly: significant, unless are-taken fo-aypid the impacts.

“hoosing'a’l impect alignment, such as adifferent oonridor, s most: ve, Hthe.
Pen.nqu]a Calirain cotridor- s to-be.considered, néis ls-can be.climinated by -
the trench-dltexnathve, mentioned below. There is also qu. oppottunity, with grade
separations, 1o sliminate-the. visual impacts of the plectifivation catenatles,

Catenary Visual fmpact

The High-8peed Train sysfem is proposed to be-an clootyified system with overhead
catenaries. These wires and their supporting poles will be a sighificait visual finpact on
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" Considerable fimds have béen

California High-Speed Train

Eay Ares to Central Valley
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the entire Peningula rail corridor and particularly on the Tovwn of Atherton where-there
are-q significant number of residential propertics abutling and near the tracks.

1 in this Townand in.many Cities.along the
corridor o undergromnd-overhead utility wires fo xitl the cities of the blight ereated by tlie:
profiferation of gverhead wires anid poles. Adding electrification wires:for the: High~

Speed Train System would be a.major step backwards from a visual assthietics standpoint:

To state that “tiefy primary-visual impact is low, vuch lile- power poles along &
highway” is entively missing the point ofthe extensive Rule 20 prograny: undertaken.lry
the California Public Utilittes Comimission and the power conipaniesio; undelgmuuri‘thc
power poles along the hiahways of the state: .

i i

Alternatives w avmcl ﬂus impaet should be discussedat the Jewel:
tracicand tiaint shouldl be considered. thatwould allow the'trains 1o: meate

with athird apil through- rban areas where the visnal Impaets would:be:severe,

_ separated rail system: through the Peninisula corridor would allow theuse ofadhind

vail, avoiding the-visualand freeinipacts-thatan-overhead systenrwonld canse.
These inpacts are significant and are:applicable throughout fhe Peninsla- comdor
therefore, it should be addressed at the:program level:

_ Betitage ol'-Sig‘iiﬁcaut Trégs

The Calfrzin sleetrification BIR aud arboristy 4 that approdi

1iees 1 Atherton would need 1o-be removed. Cm the:Celirain corfidey, 1,727 figes" WDu]d
need to be rempvedifor electrification dlons, The High-Speed Traii system would uve
considerably moroimpactio froes m L the Peiingila ufbin avea than the Caltrain
electrification projest. There are:a considesablemmber ol insture And heritige rbes
along the corvidor, especially in the Town of Atherton, that will be zmpactad by the

P qyec( Replanting caniof possibly mmgm(, for the Toss:of tress that lisve been growing
for Tnndreds-of years. These iny hould be-avoided where possible by cvalwatitiy

alteringtive alignments that do ndt 1%e the Caltigin Conidor.

Riglt of Wak Tmpacts

Property oy the Peninsula is some of the most valudlile property inthe countpy, Some.
vondemnation of property s unavoidable to conshrict the HET system, possibly
considerably more than indicated jn:fhe BIR/EIS (see discussion of Shared Caltrain
Tracks, above), The costs of this acquisition need to'be accurately estimated, More
oritieal ave {he improts to the residents and businesses that nust continue on the
remainder propertiss afier fhe projeet is constructed.

These properties will need o live forever with incieased vdise and viswal tmpaets,
without the mature trees that have grown up avcx the past decades 1o screen thetracks.

Theremainder & 1o pay for these img {tl-easily bedn excess of the value of

California Fligh-Speed Train
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the entire property. The Authority needs to realize that the project will be responsible for
Abese damages, end upderstand. the rule of law thal does not allow cmdcmral cm of the
remainder unless it is needed for the project, Condemmation 1o Jimit the »

damages is not sufficient to support:thetaldiig. Considering thatevery property otithe
Peninsula bordering the. tracks may requive a stip taking (see discussion of Bhared
Caltrain Tracls alsove); these right-ofway costs could exceed tlie:tost of censtructing tlie
project. The Anthority needs to'take a.close hard ook atwiiat a Peninsula projest vwill
cost,and the EIR/EIS needs-to adequately refleet the impacts and bardships fliat will e
visited on Peninsulahomesand businesses by the project.

Culwral (Historie) Resourees-and 4(f) (Rark)Resouides

1

“The addition-of widened tacks, retzining walls and catenary:poles:i ly.adjacent.

10 the historic Afiserton train.station would have a:direct and:adverse impact:on.the
Historie train station éind its'site, Nole that the-station was restored in 1913, butthe -
oviginal station was constructed in 1866: The-Athetton stafii Was. ommed fronthe
disting-of historic duildings in‘section 3.9, antlithe discussion relative to-stationbuildings
dominating the-viste is inapplicable to Atherton, Tl
nself mus be ‘muodified; andnot whether the existing structire (m treedaihe ase,u"l?l
i 1c=v1sw, DULWR(?EDEI &De site:and context is lm)ﬂl']leﬂ The:tes
-also nok wheﬂ'a it is-adverse, but-whether tlie:ativerseimpadt is significant, Ttipact.o
Historic stations, buildings and andscapes:wil] be a significant issue thronghy
Peninsula. Historie &minn rapacts weed to'be nppmprmm]y ;xddr’csscd wWith
Tl b

signiticance i i with stand 3

The widened fracks; retaining Walls, ;m esand. wites, s the rensoval 4ndA4d 1 o1
sereentfig trees will have a significant inpact on Holbrook-Paluer Park, which abuisthe:
projest Mgttt way, Not only-is the parlea:pulslic recreation avea, itisalse a sulfiial
zesouree, contining several historle budidings. The sntireipark propesty Ts the site toitest
for thie historic buiildings. Tmpaets to Hollirook-Palmer Park, both-as a 4(f) resouree
and as 2 cultural thistoric) resouree need fo beappropriately addrsssed.

'1‘hc EIR/EIS states that Jmugahon can indlude dhgnmamshiﬁs 10, 055 TesOULES,
of’x notudia parkland, fofse bariers and visual
sereening, Fowever, it states that shifts to miss one resonrce may impact-anofherandithat

. noisesbarriers can create adverse visual itpacts. In such cases, mitiation thay incluite

cut and cover (similar to the trench-disenssed Jater in-this letter, but-with the track
eovered througly the:sensitive: ﬁrcas) T Atherton.all these voncerns apply, Additionally,
the grade separations rewired 1o taise or Tower the roadways would intpactthe euftyral
and 4(0) (Patk) resoriress witliin Atherton agwell as many adjacent properties, The High-
Speed Train project should identify and consider avoidande or mitigation optiols

_ through the Atherton station historic aren and fhe Holbrook-Palmer Park area.
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Publio Services

This element of CBQA, isnot discussed in the EIR/EIS. An evituetion of impacts to
publicservices, such-as tie Atherton Polive Department, City Hall, Post Office; Libary,
Permit Center, and Public Works Corporation Fard shouild] cinded, These impaots.
may be relevant tn evaltiating aligoment Alternatives atd Shauld be-quantified, The
EYR/ELS should inctude tiese Town of :Athertox facilivies, and similar facilities in
ofber Peninsula cities, address the impact ther 0%, and discuss: nhemnhve: ro avoid
sraiitigate theseimpants,

Potential Interference with Resident’s Elecironies

While tiis element has adequately diseussed in this BIR/EIS.and the previpus TIR/EIS,
s s just anothei fmpact: pmsen\t on.the Caltrain Cmur]m alighnient fiaticould be
avoided or mininiized By alternative dhm\mr*m" as & 8 belcw

| ALTERMATIVES

The BIRATIS should address alternatives that linve bevn-considered 16 avoid,
inimize or mitigate the d:sfgnifi impﬂcts ted ab dinthe
et Destpn ol the profect:1o vedvce or eliininate imprcts 1§ avmaance of

Tepi

minimization, and is'to be preferted-over niffigation.

While-we support the Altamoitt alignment for high speed rail, if the southerty-Pachepo
roufe isuliimately chsscn Torhigh-speed rail, av-a lysts shotld.be made.of continuing
the high-speed st from Sani. Jose to Ban Frantisco s
teans-bay tube {for the'rensorte:stated dbiove) or aleng 1116
These altematives have th potentidl to.avoid

Perinsula, .

The 1280 coriidoroffess inntniierable-nd e Calinain oot of
righiofeway needs, constiuctienoosts, vase: ofobnsuuch - am‘i thigifact tha& aycmmy
dlong the 1280 copridor-would be-a farmore pleasantexperienceifor they than
the. Calts am vorridor: The 101 cortidoralso-has ity nfﬂiese benefits pverdhe Caliratn
corvidor, Bither-alignment.avoids the deamatic impacts to the-established vesidentinl
commmnnities and cotmercial establish Tong the: Peninsila Galtram vorsidor.,

The 1-280-alignment was Tmindted from further: tion (zs:d
in Appendix A 1o the EI R/BIS)\ I‘zu.uu, to folly svaluate this fess intrusive alternative is
# sigtificant deficieney-in the BIR/BIS.. Thereasons stated for slimination:of the 1-280
alternative are either-wiong, ortelutedo puobilems that wonld be even more diffisult to

P

. eoretdor while malntai

Califormis High-Speed Trair
Bay Area to Central Valley
Diaft Program ETR/EIS Comments
Ceto » 2007
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deal with along the Caltrain corridor. For example, Appendix A states that “eonnecting
the [1-280] afignment 10 Diridon Station:in San Jose would require aguideway passing
through developed portions of dowmtown San Jose." In fact, the Caltrain corridos south
of Dmdm) Station crosses under the 1280 Freeway-and-provides #n easy connection:
Piesamably, this same-conneetion wouldbe used:for any HISR link coming into San Iaac
From the-south. Appendix A-states finther-that crossing intérshiahges with other fire
would be difficultand expensive. This analysis fails to:reflect fhe fact that the. nuniber 91
grade.crossings necessary akmgme 1-280 alignment is-an. order: of maghitude less:than
fhe number-of grade crossings required along theiCalirain coriddot, Ii-addition,of
_GOULSE, CONSH uauon dlon;, the 1280 corrider would hay impact wpon P if
fowns, could be eusily accomplished. while freéeway taflic, and-would have
o impactupon Caltrain operations, It would notbe: neaﬂy as dxfﬁmm asattempting to
‘construct additfonal tracks, overliead sater j rafiy

d:grade sepatations:in the
ining Ca]umn operations. Tmthax the BIR/EIS: complele ly- Tails to
address the possibility ofan alignment fom San Jose: ﬂlougi 280 10-1-380, at-whicly puint
FISR could co it BRO, ‘and it flie Calteain corriderto enter San ‘
Tranciges,

Trench Throuph Aﬂwﬁton and. Menlo-Parl

Ifan:alignmentis sslemcdusmg the Galtyain: mmdm “Hircagh A:hst‘toﬁ and-Menlo Pmk
pne:alsrnativethat could considetdbly avaid-or red ofthe nnpa s:to thescit
wiould be & Treneh Corridor Tredtment: The Atherton Rail C6
Alameda Corpidor:in Los Augeles, where.aty npgmded ight dine ﬂem ﬂs. Portof Liotig
Beach was constinoted in atench f6r iy entire length o svoidimpa usuiface street
and properiies.

Athertor en;,ma.,rm]: stalf reviewed thie proposed profile forthe Pénjusula High=Speed
Rl and determined that, with grad Tess thian thisis% shown Lorthe raised profils,
aftench profile btween 57 Avenue'in Redwood nd-San B ito Creglein Palp
Alto is entively-feasible. Theprofile. would mices Higrexisting grade.at, 5 Avunue Wheie
there isan existing street undererossing, and ifwould meetthy exisiing grade at San
Francisquito Creel, whire it:ould continue up'to aii el¢vafed setion, or orestand retun
1o a-below grade system through Palo:Alto. The profile would pass inder flie Atherton
Channel, a telatively shallow drainaie chamnel, and wnderall'of the sizeets in Atherton
and Menlo Park, Leaving thoss streets al ihut existing piade would niinimize the
permanent disruption ofvesid along the coxuidloratid along each

streete

Concern has been-éxpressed that-the trench option would encounter diffienities crossing.
local treeks and streams. Town stalf notes that conventional hydraulic design options.
exist for the Atherion Channel ereek crossing, either by an aqueduct over the iracks, by -
an adequately. sized siphon under thie tracks; or by a punp station with redundadit pump

Attachment A
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capacity exceeding the 100-year flow in the chenmel (to be operated and maintained by
the High-Speed Train operater). Floodwalls may be required to reduce the potential for
flooding of'the rgil line.

“Bafety should be another important.consideration. favoring a trench-eonfiguration yather
than at-grade of above-grade tvacks in populaed residential areas. A 100 to 1244iiph
derailtment in apopulated ares, either accidental or throngh sebotage, would cause
considerably Jess damage and loss of (ife'if constrained by a french.

djacent to. park and ehei  the trench-could o covered and those aveas expanded.

ower the tracks, This would wdu ¢6 hoise.and visial impacts even further, further-énhuante

safety , and allow portions-of thesommunity that.liave been divided By tlie.at-

_ tracks to once.again be-connected, In arcas:adiacent to commerelal enterprises

over the traeks can be leased or sold, adding value te the systent and providing
opporimities o-offset the-additional-cost of the:renich,

Thie &therton CityConneil sérongly urges:the High-Speed Ruil Authority; if the
Peninsula Caltrain corridor is selected, to study duving-tlwm'ojeet.d ignprocess
the potential.of placing the. High-Specd Rail system ‘ina trenoh through. Atherton:
and Mexndo Park, This designoption will avo‘ sigifeantimparts fo cultural and-3¢f)
Tesour cas (liistoric Atherfon frdin statmu A Ibtoole-Palmier Paxl:), . pri otectcd

Togical (heritage and sigui trees), and'to adj properties, g
the mmmmy duma(,es that wouli need 10 be:paidte remainder propariies, Tt wﬂl also
reduce the division between portivfs of thc community astead: of ‘enliancing the divigion
by the-placement of linear walls: orpmb il suppor: Irteael bet d
finally, und extiemely important, itill feduce the “Visual and noise. impac‘ts of the High-
Bpeed Tratn system-on the surrounding: commumty

CONCLUSION

The Bay Areato-Centrai Valley FIST Dmel’logram EIRAILS for the I'roposed Calaim ‘g,
. High-Speed Train System does not-ader dl he. patentml nvip
impaois-to the San Fancisco Peninsula that couldhe avmded o minimized hyuseof
appropriate dliernatives, The Anthority needs to revisit e alipninents betn considered
inpluding several that have been garaviously suggested, and ate suggested:again here, but
“weye not-considered, and-s¢lect fliose thatavoid sigrificant impactsto the-maximum.
extent possible: Only then can the Least Envirommentally Damasing Preferred
Alternative (LEDPA) e selected, Following such-amalysis, ifimpaeis can bo neither
nvoulml, mmlmwcd, o niitigated, the Authoufy i required to-malken finding of
ridi erations before pr gveith fhe project.

Please atddress the above coniments directly to vs, and in your Fifal BIR/EIS, and advise
us of ' whiat action you propose to aveid-or mitigate the dramatic environmental and vight-

California High-Speed Train
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ofiway impeets fo fie Town of Afhertonand other Peninsils. eitias, Town staff

weleomes the opporiunity to mest with you to discuss-these comments if needed.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, B
» . , .
L [P e o,

Alan B, Cailson, Mayor
Townof Atherton

© Attichet: Aflierton City Conndl] Resolutton 07-26

Attachment A
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RESOLUTION 07-26

ARESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF ATHERTON
REGARDING THE DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT .
REPORTENVIROMMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR BAY ARLA TO
CENTRAL VALLEY HIGH SPELD TRAIN

The City Connril oFihe Town of Atheston heteby: tesolves-as. follows:

RESOLVED, that the town of -Afberton mowde somiiients Yo the California
High-Speed Rail Authority regardingthe Draft Bay. Arato Ceriiral Yelley Figh:Speed Train ('HS T
Progeam BIRIELS, with the following polnts:
spposes.highespeed gail on the P{*ﬂfﬂf‘\ﬂ pand within the

1. The Town of Athert
Chltrain-Railway Corpidorn:

2. High=speed rail would 10t directfy br:mﬁi the Poninsulé: becaise express
lngh—specfl trains. would, not stop-ou {lie- Peilingifla, requiting Peninsula
fravelers to-Seuthern Califoraja eitlier in-San i5p0 ot Bah
Tose, 4o the-expressittain in etdefio Perefit fion express service:

b, . -Construction -of lm,h~sp;:nd raﬂ along: b ‘Cdltidin C)mmm woald be:
de ting 1o the long-c stied dnd: hcd)(’ﬂ d tws
through whickit id Const
tains dlong this-eomidor: would havc a-5igm
affect on the-communities.

nd.apeiation ofhig
sant adverse GﬂVlTDZ!JmEHH—I

2. Forthereasons stated above, wesupportihe Altamentaligamen forhigl -Epeeiafl,
‘with siceess 10" Ban Jose along the Capital Cmudor (Eam Bay) route; and with access
direily to Oaldand via Altamont, with a9 y Tunnel-connecting Oaldand '
with ‘Eanl“ TANRISCO.

sl for high-speed

Ifthe Packieco alfignmentis L lychoserwith a Pent
vaif, the preferved routing should! bea&ong g,hway '980 of 103,40 own 1 avoldthe
disestrousonsequences ¢f o 3 1

abovx,, Digh-speed 141l on the Peninsul wﬂi 16t provide. casiera s 10 CAPIESS
frains 16 Suthern Califoraia. Aoumdmgly, the. Pcrmsula should selyupon existing
Caltealn servioe fo ackgss elthier Band Trangison ot San Jose as starting off otnts, fom
wwlfich express tratnsto Southem Celifornia would depart.

=

4, Td alt evcm... if a Caltrain Corridor route i Ty chosen. for highwspeed rail
alignment, the FST shiould rim In a tunnel o b I:remh m prder to mininiize
enviipnmental impacts and to meimiz
redevelopment.

Resdfution No, 0726
Adapteg September 19, 2007
Pape 10672

s availabilityiof susfice Jand for positive -

NOW, THERERORE, BEIT RESOLVED, Jy-the Clty Counel] of the Town of Afherton that
Ihis Resolition shall be effective immedistely upan edoption.

* " # ! @ ¥ # # B ® #

I hereby eartify thar the foregeing i

. Sepleihér 2007 by-the, {vllumﬂg wple
Council Members: Janz, JCaison Mbr‘sd?‘a, ACurison, JeKeithen ‘

ATES: LA
NOES: [/ Cowrsct Menibi
ABSENT: 0 Coureil Membessr
ABSTATN: 0 Clommell Mernibers
ATTHST: Towmiof Atferton
Aveting City Clerk
ﬁ
D jfs"m FORNE:
hap Hmes, | it«: AHorHoy . ) é’g%ﬁgv?w"’"Wwwsmﬁmm
/ . : GOPY oN FiLE AT FHUE A D-.QDR;:{F@T
/ o - ATHERTON, a0 ASHFIELS RoAp
/ owe 2
SIGNED BY,

Resolufion 140, 07:25
Adopted Sepleniber 19, 2007
Prge:2 af 2

was dulyand regularly pasyed and adopréd
Dythe. Cily Courell of thie Towrr: of dherton g drpgdar meeling Thareo) fizld on e 290 day af” -

Att
Inc

LO20 32
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Response to Letter LO20 (Kathy McKeithen, Town of Atherton, April 26, 2010)

LO20-1

Comment acknowledged. The Town of Atherton’s attached prior
comments were reviewed in development of the Revised Final
Program EIR. The Authority's responses to those comments from
2008 are contained in Volume 3 of the Revised Final Program EIR.
Many of Atherton's 2007 comments have been reiterated on issues
such as use of the Caltrain Corridor by both Caltrain and HST,
heritage trees, right of way requirements, alternative corridor
proposals for San Francisco to San Jose, and alternative network
alternatives that do not involve the Caltrain Corridor. Responses to
comments in Atherton's 2007 letter that were not reiterated in its
new letter, such as visual and noise impacts, and impacts to cultural
and park resources, remain valid and appropriate responses.

L0O20-2

The Authority has circulated its Revised Draft and Final Program EIR
to comply with the final judgment in the Town of Atherton case and
to fully comply with CEQA. Authority staff believe the document
fulfills CEQA's requirements.

LO20-3

We disagree that the Authority has missed an opportunity to
evaluate alternatives that would avoid the Peninsula. The Revised
Draft and Final Program EIR include information related to all the
alternatives discussed in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, including
network alternatives that would utilize the Altamont Pass and not
traverse the Peninsula.

LO20-4

The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the requirements in the
Town of Atherton court judgment. Chapter 7 synthesizes the
information as it relates to the network alternatives and the selection
of a preferred alternative. In the judgment of Authority staff, the
additional information did not alter its recommendation of the

Pacheco Pass Network Alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose
as the preferred alternatives.

LO20-5

The Revised Draft Program EIR addresses the requirements in the
Town of Atherton court judgment, including property impacts in the
alignment between San Francisco and San Jose as a result of UPRR's
position denying use of its right-of-way. As explained in Chapter 1,
the court judgment did not require the Authority to revise its
vibration impact analysis but instead identified a contradiction
between the vibration impacts discussion and the Authority prior
CEQA findings on vibration impacts. The Authority will correct this
inconsistency upon adopting a new set of CEQA findings for this
selection of a network alternative.

LO20-6

We disagree that the entire prior Program EIR must be revised and
recirculated again for public comment.

LO20-7

The Authority attached the Town of Atherton court ruling as
Appendix A to the Revised Draft Program EIR and identified in
Chapter 1 the Authority's intent to comply with that ruling. The
revised discussion in section 3.2.2 states "[t]he information now
available indicate a need for limited property acquisition along the
right-of-way in narrow areas to allow a four-track alignment that will
accommodate UPRR freight operations. Accordingly, property
impacts in this corridor are now ranked between low and medium,
rather than low." This acknowledgement of a higher level of
property acquisition on the San Francisco to San Jose Corridor than
originally anticipated addresses the court ruling.

@CAHFORNIA
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LO20-8

We disagree with the comment. The Revised Draft Program EIR
Material provides the information identified in the Town of Atherton
court ruling at a programmatic level of detail.

The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors,
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible to minimize
environmental impacts. However, the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material identified that some limited right-of-way acquisition
would be required along the Caltrain corridor between San Francisco
and San Jose in some narrow areas. The Authority Board committed
in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Specific property that may be
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental
process.

LO20-9

The 2008 Final Program EIR identified impacts along the Caltrain
corridor and identified mitigation strategies to address the impacts.
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material discloses a higher level
of land use impacts than previously anticipated. The Authority will
consider adopting mitigation strategies to address significant impacts
on the natural environment, communities, and neighborhoods when
it makes a new decision. The Authority Board committed in July
2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade
between San Francisco and San Jose. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Because this is a program-level
document, the analysis evaluated land impacts on a broad scale.
Project-specific effects on land use will be evaluated at the project-
level.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction impacts was not
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.18,
describes construction methods and typical impacts. Mitigation
strategies were discussed under the various topics in Chapter 3 of
the Final Program EIR. More detailed impact analyses related to
HST system construction including trackway, stations, maintenance
facilities, transmission lines, staging areas, and other project
elements will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis,
when more detailed design, location, and phasing/duration
information will be available for the selected HST alignment. The
Authority would work with local agencies prior to and during
construction to minimize impacts on adjacent land uses.

The Authority disagrees with the contention that “the concept of
shared tracks with Caltrain has been eliminated from consideration.”
The Authority has not proposed a dedicated track option for the San
Francisco to San Jose Corridor.  As discussed in Chapter 2 of the
2008 Final Program EIR, the proposal for the San Francisco to San
Jose Corridor is a shared-use four track alignment along the Caltrain
corridor.

L020-10

Please see response to comment L020 — 9 which states, “The
Authority disagrees with the contention that “the concept of shared
tracks with Caltrain has been eliminated from consideration.” The
combined operation of HST, Caltrain, and freight with temporal
separation, constitutes as “shared-use” corridor. Please see
Standard Response 10 regarding the US 101 and 1-280 alternatives.

LO20-11

Chapter 2, section 2.3 has been expanded regarding impacts to
Monterey Highway. Please see Standard Response 10.

@CAHFORNIA
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L020-12

Additional study of a potential HST route along State Route 280 was
not a topic noted in the Superior Court's judgment in the Town of
Atherton case as needing additional work under CEQA.

Please note that 1-280 is adjacent to protected watersheds for over
ten miles, in places bisecting the watershed. It is designed to
support approximately an 80 mph design speed, with grades greater
than those allowable for HST, and is 7 miles longer from Transbay
Terminal in San Francisco to Diridon Station in San Jose.

If there is no opportunity for interchange between HST and Caltrain
except at the San Francisco terminal and San Jose Station, the utility
of using Caltrain as a feeder to HST could be substantially reduced.
Caltrain passengers would need to travel to one end or another of
the Caltrain corridor to access HST. Also see Standard Response 10.

LO20-13

In the Town of Atherton final judgment, included as part of the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, the Court did not find that the
discussion of vibration impacts was faulty, but instead held that the
Authority's CEQA finding of fact that the vibration impact could be
mitigated to a less than significant level contradicted the EIR and
was not supported by substantial evidence. As disclosed in Chapter
1, page 1-4, of the Revised Draft Program EIR, the Authority will
address this issue by correcting its CEQA finding when it considers a
new decision based on the Revised Final Program EIR.

L020-14
See Standard Response 10.

L020-15
See Standard Response 10.

LO20-16

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, the
proposal for the San Francisco to San Jose Corridor is a shared-use
four track alignment along the Caltrain corridor, rather than a

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

dedicated track option in this corridor. Regarding non-Caltrain
alignment alternatives for traveling between San Francisco and San
Jose, please see Standard Response 10.

LO20-17

A more detailed review of the impacts on local vegetation, including
loss of mature and heritage tress and associated effects along the
Caltrain Corridor, will be performed during the preliminary
engineering and project-level environmental review. Possible
avoidance or minimization of impacts on the mature and heritage
trees will be reviewed in detail, and mitigation for the loss of trees
will be developed.

LO20-18
See the Response to Comment L020-17.

L0O20-19

The Authority would plan to avoid and minimize potential right-of-
way acquisition and impacts if the Caltrain Corridor is included in the
network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority for further
study. Most sections of the corridor have enough room for the four-
track configuration currently under review. If any additional
property is required, once the preferred project alternative details
are determined—through the environmental process with
transparency and public input, comment, and response—then
discussions or negotiations would occur with appropriate property
owners. If those discussions ultimately proved unsuccessful, then
eminent domain proceedings could be initiated as necessary. The
process would provide appropriate compensation to property owners
whose property is acquired for the HST system.

See Standard Response 7 regarding eminent domain.

L0O20-20

As stated in response L020-1, we have reviewed Atherton's 2007
letter attached to the current comment letter. We do not find that
responses previously provided to those comments in the 2008 Final
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Program EIR were inadequate. We disagree that further
recirculation of the Program EIR is necessary.

LO20-21

These alternatives were evaluated or withdrawn from evaluation in
the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised EIR Material. The
Authority acknowledges that the alternatives identified in the
comment would reduce potential impacts to communities along the
Caltrain Corridor, which are evaluated in the 2008 Final Program EIR
and the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material; however the
Authority notes that these alternatives involve their own set of
potential impacts, but for other portions of the peninsula.

The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of the 1-280 and
U.S. 101 alignment alternatives from study in the 2008 Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR. See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR (page 19). The Authority and the FRA considered
potential HST alternatives along 1-280 and U.S. 101 between San
Francisco and San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS
process and the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process.
Both the 1-280 and U.S. 101 alternatives were screened out from
further study in the program environmental documents for
practicability reasons. The Authority and FRA revisited these
alignment alternatives as part of the alternatives screening for the
project level environmental documents. The alternatives analysis
affirmed the previous conclusions that these alternatives were not
practicable. Utilizing 1-380 to transition from the 1-280 corridor to
the US-101 or Caltrain corridor in the vicinity of San Bruno would
require speed-limiting curves as the alignment passed from one
freeway corridor to the other. Excessive grades could also be
encountered that would also limit speed. Additionally, an 1-380
alignment would pass to the north of SFO, making a connection
between the HST and SFO very inconvenient, if not unworkable.

LO20-22

As discussed in the Response to Comment L022-21, the Superior
Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority has

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

substantial evidence supporting the elimination of the 1-280 and U.S.
101 alignment alternatives from study in the 2008 Bay Area to
Central Valley Program EIR. See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR (page 19). The Authority and the FRA considered
potential HST alternatives along 1-280 and U.S. 101 between San
Francisco and San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS
process and the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process.
Both the 1-280 and U.S. 101 alternatives were screened out from
further study in the program environmental documents for
practicability reasons. The Authority and FRA revisited these
alignment alternatives as part of the alternatives screening for the
project level environmental documents. The alternatives analysis
affirmed the previous conclusions that these alternatives were not
practicable. Also see Standard Response 10.

L020-23
Comment acknowledged. See Response to Comment L022-21.

L020-24

Comment acknowledged. The authority is charged with the
responsibility for directing the development and implementation of
intercity high-speed rail service, "that is fully integrated with the
state's existing intercity rail and bus network, consisting of
interlinked conventional and high-speed rail lines and associated
feeder buses. The intercity network in turn shall be fully coordinated
and connected with commuter rail lines and urban rail transit lines
developed by local agencies, as well as other transit services,
through the use of common station facilities whenever possible."
(Public Utilities Code section 185030.) Accordingly, a consideration
of how commuter rail can smoothly and effectively interface with
high-speed rail, particularly in a shared corridor, is a necessary
consideration in planning for the HST system. For the Caltrain
Corridor, since the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board owns the
right of way, their cooperation is a critical consideration for a shared
use alternative as proposed.

Page 14-190



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

LO20-25

In the Town of Atherton case, the Superior Court upheld the
elimination of 101 and 280 alternatives from detailed study as
supported by substantial evidence. This issue was not identified for
further corrective work under CEQA. The comment correctly
identifies that the Authority has examined these options as part of
project-level alternatives screening and confirmed its prior conclusion
that the 101 and 280 options are not feasible.

LO20-26

We do not agree with this comment that the ridership model has
changed after peer review in an inappropriate manner that results in
the forecasts being obsolete or invalid. The new statewide travel
demand model that was developed to generate the ridership
forecasts used in the 2008 Final Program EIR was subject to three
separate peer reviews. The peer review process resulted in changes
to model in a manner consistent with typical practice in the industry.
We acknowledge that UC Berkeley's Institute for Transportation
Studies (ITS) has recently completed an additional peer review of
the statewide travel demand model used to generate ridership
forecasts. We believe the forecasts of HST ridership in the 2008
Final Program EIR are sufficient for the environmental review
purpose for which they have been used. The UC Berkeley ITS
presented its critique of the ridership model and forecasts to the
Authority board in July 2010 and that the board has received the ITS
Final Report for its consideration. The ITS Final Report will be part
of the materials considered by the Authority board when it makes a
new decision based on the Revised Draft Program EIR. See
Standard Response 4, discussing the UC Berkeley ITS peer review,
the difference in ridership forecasts between the 2008 Final Program
EIR and the 2009 Business Plan, and why the forecasts are
consistent with international experience in high-speed rail ridership.

LO20-27

In the San Francisco to San Jose Corridor, the Program EIR
describes a shared-use, four track alignment in which HST and
Caltrain commuter trains would share tracks. In this corridor, HST
service and Caltrain commuter service are intended to be operated in

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

a complementary manner that will optimize service levels to meet
both types of markets as is done in European and Japanese markets.

LO20-28

The Authority acknowledges the town of Atherton’s preference for
east bay and/or Altamont alignments. The alternatives discussed in
the comment are fully evaluated in the 2008 Final Program EIR and
the 2010 Revised EIR Material.

LO20-29

In 2008 the Authority selected the Pacheco Pass corridor and
Caltrain Corridor (shared use) after numerous studies culminating
into the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS. The Authority
found that the Pacheco Corridor and the Caltrain Corridor would be
more compatible with the objectives of the HST system. The
preferred network alternative has not changed in the 2010 Revised
Program EIR.

L0O20-30

See 2008 Final Program EIR Volumel, Chapters 2 and 7, for a
discussion of alignment alternatives including San Jose to Oakland
and Bay crossings. This topic was not identified by the Superior
Court in the Town of Atherton case as an area needing additional
work to comply with CEQA.

L0O20-31

The comment does not accurately portray the content of the Revised
Draft Program EIR. As discussed in Chapter 3, the 2008 Final
Program EIR studied various alternatives to connect the Bay Area to
the Central Valley via the Altamont Pass and the Pacheco Pass, with
assumptions as to where the HST track would be located for
purposes of analysis. Figure 3-2 illustrates those areas where the
2008 Final Program EIR assumed a potential ability to share right of
way with UPRR. The Revised Draft Program EIR then identifies the
changes in land use and property effects if the HST would have to
be located adjacent to, and not within, UPRR right of way. This
section clarifies the relationship of the HST to UPRR for the entire

@CAHFORNIA
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study area to provide an appropriate level of comparative
information for the alternatives. We note that the Revised Draft
Program EIR did not conclude that lack of access to UPRR right of
way rendered any option infeasible at the program level. The range
of alternatives in the Revised Final Program EIR represents a
reasonable range of alternatives for decision making. See also
Standard Response 10 on alternatives.

L020-32
Comment acknowledged.

LO20-33

We disagree with the comment. This Revised Final Program EIR,
which includes the May 2008 Final Program EIR and the Revised
Draft/Final Program EIR have adequately evaluated the impacts of
the high-speed train at a programmatic level and have evaluated a
reasonable range of alternatives and appropriate mitigation
strategies for a first-tier, program EIR. See Standard Responses 1,
2, and 3.

L020-34

The responses to comments included in the May 2008 Final Program
EIR is not one of the areas identified by the Superior Court for
corrective work under CEQA. The responses to comments, taken as
a whole, comply with the requirements of CEQA.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO20-35

We disagree with the comment and believe the Revised Final
Program EIR complies with the Town of Atherton final judgment and
CEQA.

LO20-36

The 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative and
21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area
to the Central Valley. Included in this range of alternatives were 11
Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network
alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service)
network alternatives. Within these network alternatives, further
alignment alternatives were identified that provide even more
options for connecting the Bay Area to the Central Valley. The 2010
Revised Draft Program EIR Material clarified those portions of the
2008 Final Program EIR requiring revision or expansion. With this
document, the Authority has reviewed a reasonable range of
alternatives. The level of detail provided in the Revised Final
Program EIR is sufficient for a comparative analysis of the tradeoffs
between the various network alternatives. See also Standard
Responses 2 and 3 on level of detail.

L0O20-37

Authority staff believe the Revised Final Program EIR complies with
the Town of Atherton final judgment and with CEQA. All comments
received from cities on the Peninsula will be presented to the
Authority Board for its consideration as part of the Revised Final
Program EIR. We disagree that route alternatives were closed
prematurely and need to be reopened.

@CAHFORNIA
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Comment Letter LO21 (Michael Brownrigg, City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010)

Lo21
Kris Livingston
From: Michael Brownrigg [mbrownrigg@mbrownrigg.com]
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 11:16 AM
To: HSR Comments
Ce: Mare.Hershman@asm.ca.gov, Dan Lieberman@sen.ca.gov, Senator simitian@sen.ca.gov,
marge.rosen@mail. house.gov; Mark. Pulido@sen ca.gov
Subject: Comments on the HSR EIR. due 4-26 Close of Business, by Michael Brownrigg, Councilman,

City of Burlingame, CA
Attachments: HSR comments MGE 4-26-10 EIR doc

Ladies and Gentlemen - please include my letter, attached and copied below, in the EIR comments, due foday by close of

business. | look forward to receiving your analysis in the revised EIR. Thank you.
Best, Michael Brownrigg
Councilman, City of Burlingame

1624 Columbus Ave
Burlingame, CA 94010

April 26, 2010

Dan Leavitt, California High Speed Rail Authority
925 "L" Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA95814

Email: comments@hsr.ca.gov
Re: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

Please include my comments on the High Speed Rail Authorities (HSRA) March 4, 2010 Revised Draft Program
Level EIR (EIR). |am a resident and business owner on the Peninsula between San Francisco to San Jose,
specifically, Burlingame.

My concerns include noise, vibration, visual aesthetics and cultural damage. | also believe that, over time, a
HSR that shares the CalTrain right-of-way will ultimately push CalTrain out of the business of carrying
passengers, which will eliminate commuter rail on the Peninsula, leading to further environmental
degradation as people return to cars.

Here are my concerns:

119 O® | am worried about noise and vibrations. From what | have read, HSR trains with their steel
wheel-on-raii format are very loud. | worry about our business district but more importantly, | worry
about our new hospital (Mills Peninsula Hospital, a state of the art $620 million facility that is slated to
open in November 2010) and the many schools and neighborhoods within 1000 feet of the rail line in
Burlingame. Especially if HSR is elevated in Burlingame, then | think this will cause a passive
propagation of sound waves. | believe that HSR may seek to mitigate this concern with “sound walls”
on an elevated system, but that this will worsen the visual blight for the community. In short, | believe
a sub-terranean system is the only system that would work with HSR in the middle of Burlingame.
Please analyze and describe how noise levels will increase at these addresses; please prepare a visual
model of an elevated HSR system with sound walls so that the community can see what it would look
like.

(1€ Qe |believe that creating an elevated freeway, the equivalent of a six or eight lane freeway,
through Burlingame would unalterably change Burlingame’s culture and make-up. First, | believe an
aerial viaduct would become a location for transients and pollution. | believe the pillars would become
magnets for graffiti, encouraging the gang problems of San Mateo (our bigger neighbor) to gravitate
into Burlingame, raising crime and depressing property values. Please analyse the movement of gangs
and what attracts them in the EIR. Burlingame is a very low crime town and this enhances everyone’s
quality of life and finances. To see crime rise in Burlingame, especially if it is through an increase in
gang activity, would be highly detrimental to our citizens and to our budget.

4O Further, | think a solid raised structure, such as a berm or viaduct, would depress property
prices on the East side of town throughout the entire community (no matter how close or far from the
tracks) because it would now be perceived as the community on the wrong side of the tracks, too close
to Highway 101 and its noise. | believe there would be a gradual but unavoidable depression of

i A e mrd b o Ge e G Br to
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property vaiues over time, and thai H5R must make rest
the east side of the RR tracks in Burlingame. Please analyse how property values have stayed

depressed in East Palo Ako (another community divided by a major transportation corridor from its
former neighborhood) and create a mathematical forecast for property values in Burlingame east of
the RR tracks. Please also explain how you concluded that the visual impact of HSR on our community
will be "low."

., ®O® |have children who attend McKinley Elementary School and who play at Village Parl (within

150 feet of the CalTrain tracks), which has a pre-school within it. | request a specific analysis of how
noise, vibrations, construction and train operations will affect this school and this park/pre-school, and
its students and learning environment. Please ensure that any noise impacts on each classroom in this
school comply with American National Standards Institute $12.60 Classroom Acoustics Standard and
hire an acoustical consultant and ensure that noise levels not exceed 35 dBA in an empty classroom.

€ O® By choosing to run HSR on the CalTrain corridor, | believe there is a significant economic threat
to CalTrain service over time. A huge number of passengers will bypass CaiTrain to take the “express”
HSR service from SF to San Jose; indeed, the HSR Authorioty boasts about these passengers in their
business plan. These passengers will be cannibalized from CalTrain. | request that your EIR study
include analysis of the economic impact to CalTrain of losing these express passengers.

€ O@ |realize that CalTrain is operating at a deficit today and that service is threatened; CalTrain
officials believe they must electrify their service to stay competitive and to reduce subsidies. CalTrain
officials have concluded that the only source of funding is High Speed Rail, and so they are
enthusiastically supporting HSR on their corridor so that they can “tag along” on the upgrades. But the
optimal solution for society is for HSR to electrify CalTrain AND to run the HSR tracks on a separate,

bayside route. The Bayside route would result in a much more scenic route for passengers, would
2

L021-6

L021-8
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move passengers more quickly from Diridon to SFO to San Francisco, and would be faster and cheaper
to build. If the route is in the Bay, then the lands are held by the states or municipalities, meaning
there would be no need for Eminent Domain. There would be conflicts with the bridges but that is an Lo21s
engineering issue. The money saved by going along the Bay instead of inland on the CalTrain corridor Cm“t
can be invested in upgrading CalTrain. Please compare the land acquisition costs of a Bayside route to
the CalTrain corridor, factoring in the reduction in Eminent Domain and the reduced noise, visual and
cultural impacts on Peninsula citizens of moving the HSR line to the Bay.

n summary, you could avoid the problems indicated if vou:
[ Put the high speed train in a tunnel. L0210
[ Put the high speed train in a covered trench.

[l Route the high speed train next to the Bay.

Very truly yours,
Michael Brownrigg
1524 Columbus Avenue
Burlingame, CA 94010
Cell 415 987 3230
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Response to Letter LO21 (Michael Brownrigg, City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010)

LO21-1

Please see Response to Comments L021-2, L021-3, L021-4, L021-5,
L021-6, LO21-7, and LO21-8.

LO21-2

More detailed information and analysis of noise and vibration
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.
This analysis will include identification and evaluation of sensitive
receivers, including such uses as residences, schools, parks, and
hospitals. Impacts of mitigation (such as visual impacts of
soundwalls) will also be evaluated in the project-level documents.
See Standard Response 5.

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade. Although the Authority has
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the
project level alternatives screening. Greater detail about tunnel and
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the
Authority's website. See Standard Response 3.

LO21-3

The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program
EIR Material identified that the HST project would result in significant
impacts to the physical environment. The 21 network alternatives
studied in the EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts,
along with substantial project benefits. The EIR identified mitigation
strategies to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent
feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative
selected, significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated,
though the scale and location of these impacts may differ between
alternatives. Additional site-specific analysis of impacts will be
conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs.

See Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail in the
program level documents and Standard Response 6 regarding
impacts on residential property values.

LO21-4
See Standard Response 6.

LO21-5

The visual assessment in Chapter 3.9 of the 2008 Final Program EIR
considered the visual impact in Burlingame and produced a
photosimulation that was presented in the document. The
simulation, based on program-level design, considered that the
distance measured between the tree canopy lining the right-of-way
in Burlingame would be between 75 and 85 feet. This distance was
compared to the width of the Caltrain right-of-way south of SR 84,
Woodside Road, in Redwood City, where there are already four
tracks for Caltrain. The total width of the right-of-way in that section
would be about 77 feet, as measured from an aerial photo. This lead
to the determination that four tracks could be accommodated
without removal of the existing trees. With the trees remaining, they
remain the dominant visual feature, making the visual impact of
replacing the existing at-grade railway with HST and Caltrain on a
retained embankment a low visual impact.

LO21-6

See Standard Response 5. Site specific noise/vibration, construction,
and train operational impacts on sensitive receptors such as schools,
will be part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level
EIR/EIS processes.

L021-7
See Standard Response 10.
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Page 14-195



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

LO21-8

A bayside route from San Francisco to Diridon Station in San Jose
was rejected for a number of reasons. The most significant are the
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge that extends in
portions on the west side of the bay from Mountain View to Foster
City and the regulations upon filling the bay, which covers not only
filling in the bay, but also any structure that crosses the bay, such as
a bridge or trestle.

A bayside route would also require high crossings at points to allow
access to the marinas along the shoreline, a route that keeps it
offshore of SFO runways and airspace, which would eliminate the
ability to serve SFO passengers. The lack of a station serving SFO
would eliminate the ability to easily utilize the HST to connect to
flights, abandoning the opportunity to scale back the short and
expensive connecting flights from locations like Fresno.

If there are no HST stations between San Francisco and San Jose,
there is no opportunity for interchange between HST and Caltrain
except at the San Francisco terminal and San Jose Station. The
utility of using Caltrain as a feeder to HST would be substantially
reduced if this were to be the case, as Caltrain passengers would
need to travel to one end or another of the Caltrain corridor to
access HST. As an example, a passenger in Redwood City would
need to take Caltrain to San Francisco to board a HST train that
would then travel south back through Redwood City on its way to
points south.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO21-9

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is being
carried forward in the project level analyses. See also Standard
Responses 3 and 10. See Response to Comment L021-8 regarding a
bayside route.
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Comment Letter LO22 (Cathy Baylock, The City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010)

Lo22

The City of Burlimgame

501 Privrose Roap, Burumaane, CA 84010-3887

www burlingame.org
CATHY BAYLOCK, MavoR TeL:  (850) 556-7200
TERRY NAGEL, Vice Marca Fac  (650) 342-8286
ANN KEIGHRAN, COUNCILVEMSER Evan:  coufiGiEiburingame o
JERRY DEAL, COUNGILMENGER
MICHAEL BROWNRIGG, COUNCILMEMBER
April 26, 2010

California High Speed Rail Authority

Attn: Dan Leavitt, Deputy Director

Central Valley to Bay Area High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS
925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

biji City of Burli Cor on the Revised Draft Central Valley to Bay

g

Area High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Leavitt,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California High Speed Rail Authority's March,
2010 Bay Area to Central Valley High Speed Train Revised Draft Program EIR. The City of
Burlingame has continued concerns that the revised EIR does not adequately identify, evaluate 1.022-1
and address issues regarding the optimal route into the Bay Area. The Authority should
continue to make all efforts to analyze alternate routes and/or methods in order to avoid
significant adverse impacts to the peninsula for the High Speed Train (HST) alignment.

The City of Burlingame will be directly affected by the project and several of the alternatives,
whether through the Caltrain rail corridor or the Altamont pass and the Dumbarton railroad L0222
crossing. Burlingame has previously expressed issues related to the project and reiterates the
following concerns that need to be addressed when determining the appropriate route.

Route Alternatives — The authority should continue to further analyze terminating the HST in
either San Jose or Union City. At these locations there is existing transportation infrastructure
to have time coordinated connections to regional rail systems such as BART and Caltrain. 1.022-3
These trains can run at similar speeds to the current trains on the same number of tracks. This
route alternative would significantly reduce the impacts to the Peninsula, while still providing a
way to serve High Speed Rail.

Also the Highway 101 and /or 280 corridors should be adequately reviewed for High Speed Rail
through the Peninsula. These existing transportation corridors are already part of the Peninsula

infrastructure and would accommodate train service without impacting neighborhoods and L022-4
businesses. This needs to be thoroughly reviewed and considered as part of the Route
Alternatives selection through the EIR process.

Underground (tunnel) and/or Covered Trench through the City of Burlingame —

Additional alternatives for construction of the High Speed Rail system underground through the L022.5

peninsula should be carefully studied and included in the document. The City prefers the rail I@ne
to be either in a tunnel or in a covered trench, to reduce the impacts to the community. Placing

“Register online with the City of Burlingame to receive regular City updates at www. Burlingame.org +*

the rail line underground will diminish a visual and physical barrier through the City. This option
would significantly reduce and / or eliminate many of the impacts associated with the use of the
Caltrain railroad alignment. A tunnel option could also be constructed in specific areas of
greatest impact such as narrow right-of ways from North Lane south to Peninsula Avenue. This
will greatly reduce impacts to the character of our downtown and residential neighborhoods,
while meeting the goals of the High Speed Rail. With respect to financial feasibility, the air rights
above the system could be leased to help offset the costs with this option. This preferred design
option should be studied thoroughly in the EIR/EIS.

CHSR Project shall not create a visual or physical divide through the community —

The proposed corridor for the GHSR project runs north-south through the City of Burlingame,
bisecting major residential areas in the City. Homes begin just south of the existing Millbrae
Intermodal station and end at the San Mateo border. in some areas there are residences, parks,
several schools and the Caltrain railroad corridor. Burlingame High School and Washington
Park are adjacent to the proposed corridor with east-west connections across the corridor to the
downtown and the Broadway and Burlingame Avenue Train Stations. Essentially one-quarter of
our population fives east of the rail line and the CHSR improvements could adversely divide our
city in two. The project shall not disrupt existing setvices nor create a physical barrier bisecting
the city.

All plans shall be consistent with City zoning and General Plan requirements. The existing
General Plan and preliminary Downtown Plan encourage high-density housing along
transportation corridors. A physical barrier along the rail line will diminish the desirability of living
close to the train and decrease property values. The City requests an economic study on the
future impacts of the high speed rail service on properties in and around the corridor.

Other impacte fo be reviewed in the environmental impact report / environmental impact
statement (EIR/EIS) include but are not limited to: emergency vehicle access, aesthetic (visual,
lighting, and fencing), noise, vibration, vehicle traffic, pedestrian and bicycle traffic, air pollution,

right-of-way impacts and land takings.

Alternatives Review and Impacts - The project shall study and identify all the following options
for the City of Burlingame including:
o Underground (tunnel)
s Covered Trench
= Use of an existing Caltrain modified bullet service to serve as a high speed rail
connector between San Jose and San Francisco. This option may reduce the impacts to
all the Peninsula communities and save significant costs to the CHSR project
= Restoration of Caltrain service at the Broadway station, which Caltrain authorities have
identified as an improvement possible with electrification

Property Impacts -The EIR only analyzes the impacts to properties within 50 feet of the HST
corridor. The impact due to the HST system such as noise, vibration, and aesthetics will have a
much wider reach and effect on properties further from the system. The EIR should clearly
analyze the impacts to properties much further from the HST system.

Loss of Property Values — The draft EIR document doesn’t identify potential loss of value of
properties along the corridor due to noise, vibration, visually unaesthetic berm, retaining wall
and aerial viaduct. The EIR should thoroughly study the impacts to property ownership through
the potential loss of values, reduction in property taxes as well as its impact to local Government
services.

Noise and vibration img and mitigation -The revised EIR does not include any additional
vibration analysis as requested in the Court's verdict. The impacts of vibration cannot be clearly

“#Register online with the City of Burlingame to receive regular City updates at www.Burlingame.org %
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understood without the required information. The additional noise and vibration caused by the
HST needs should be thoroughly studied, evaluated and addressed. Mitigation measures for
noise and/or vibration impacts should be included as integral components of the project. These
measures should not create other impacts such as construction of a sound wall that might divide
the City and adversely affect the residential character of the community.

Utility impacts - Major utility lines currently cross the railroad corridor throughout the city. They
include gravity storm drains and culverts, water lines, sewer mains, signal conduits, and street
lights. The environmental document doesn’t adequately identify all utilities crossing the railroad
tracks that may be impacted by the project. The EIR should identify the utilities in conflict, and
identify appropriate mitigation measures acceptable to the City of Burlingame Public Works
Department. No City utility must be modified or relocated without an approved Public Works
Department Encroachment permit.

In addition, a portion of the railroad corridor carries storm water from seven watershed creek
systems including Easton, Mills, El Portal, Burlingame, Ralston, Terrace and Sanchez Creeks,
and thus acts as a detention basin during heavy rains and high tides. The proposed project
may significantly upset the drainage capacity of the system, and compromise flood protection to
the community.  The storm drain system must be thoroughly studied and addressed by the EIR
to avoid impacts.

Historic Resources — There are two historic train stations listed with the National Historic
Register in the City of Burlingame. To the north is the Broadway station, currently a restaurant,
and to the south the recently improved Burlingame Avenue Train Station. In addition, there is an
historic eucalyptus grove from North Lane to beyond Oak Grove Avenue, on the west side of the
tracks (the Franchard Trust Grove). These historic resources need to be preserved and
maintained at their current locations.

If future improvements will impact any other existing tandscaping elements adjacent to the
tracks, the City recommends installing replacement landscaping now to ensure future screening.
Landscaping along the corridor has been critically important in reducing visual and aesthetic
impacts from the existing rail line and should be maintained with all future construction.

The community participated and spent more than five years in the planning, design, and
construction of the new $20.5 million improvements at the Burlingame Avenue Train Station,
while respecting the station’s historic elements. It is imperative that the EIR clearly analyze the
impacts to all of these historic resources.

Construction impacts to residents, schools and businesses — The EIR doesn't adequately
identify the sensitive receptors including schools, hospitals and other environmentally sensitive
issues. The EIR shall study, identify and mitigate all potential construction impacts to the
residents, schools, and businesses in the City. Residents, businesses and emergency services
such as Police, Fire and Medical services heavily depend on the existing railroad crossings for
emergency access. These railroad crossings must remain open to the public throughout the
project construction period.

In addition, the EIR shall also include in its study potential loss of revenue to the businesses
from the project construction activities and shall address such impacts.

Downtown business districts ~ The EIR must take into account the two main commercial
districts in the City of Burfingame: Burlingame Avenue and Broadway. Both were developed
adjacent to the train tracks when the stations were built. These commercial streets are the heart

“Register online with the City of Burlingame to receive regular City updates at www.Burlingame.org +
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L022-13

L022-14

L022-15

L022-16

L022-18

| L022-19

‘ L,022-20

of the retail districts for the City. There shall be no impacts to these two vital areas from the
proposed project. Existing connections across the tracks to the two downtowns must be
seamless and continuous with the proposed project. Also, there shall be no impact to the retail
areas during construction,

The City of Burlingame has recently completed a Downtown Specific Area Plan which defines
the land use and development adjacent to the railroad corridor. The project EIR doesn't take
into consideration the planned development project impacts on the proposed developments,
which include rezoning of the commercial areas into mixed use housing immediately adjacent to
the railroad corridor. The EIR should study, evaluate and avoid potential project impacts to
housing developments.

Construction impacts to existing Calfrain service - The EIR shall demonstrate by
engineering studies how the high speed rail line can be built while maintaining and enhancing
existing Caltrain service. Residents depend on Caltrain service for transportation to and from
work and other activities. This service shall not be interrupted but maintained at all times during
construction. In addition, service at the Broadway station must be restored once the Caltrain line
is electrified.

The EIR/EIS shall consider how additional side tracks will be used to divert existing rail service
during construction. Where and how will temporary shoo-fly tracks be used for phasing
construction? Will there be a permanent shoo-fly line in the City of Burlingame at completion of
Caltrain and the high speed rail improvements?

Grade Separations - The different potential routes from the Central Valley to the Bay Area
would result in various types of grade separations with different types of impacts. The Program
EIR/EIS provided little information regarding grade separations within Burlingame. A more
thorough analysis of the potential impacts at each roadway crossing should be included. Grade
separations on the Caltrain mainline will create impacts because of construction needs, right of
way width, historic structures, and existing facilities.

Project coordination with other regional proj and services - The EIR shall include an
analysis of the proposed Broadway Interchange improvements. With Broadway as the only
access to U.S. Mighway 101 in Burlingame, changes to the Broadway rait crossing  will
significantly impact traffic flows to the interchange and the freeway. There are more than
230,000 vehicles per day along the freeway at this interchange. Roadway impacts, elevation
changes, and right-of-way takings all need to be thoroughly reviewed in conjunction with
interchange plans being coordinated through Caltrans and the San Mateo County
Transportation Authority.

Freight - Burlingame is concerned about freight traffic using the existing Caltrain rail line. Since
the rall lines will be grade separated, which allows for faster train times and reduced vehicle and
pedestrian conflicts, the fines would be more easily suited for freight. This may lead to
increased freight traffic on rail lines that currently have minimal freight use. The potential
increase in freight will increase noise and vibration impacts to adjacent residential
neighborhoods in Burlingame. These potential impacts should be included in the EIR analysis.

Funding and Ridership — The project infends to use State General Obligation bonds to fund
the project. This funding method would create a long-term financial obligation that could impact
existing State programs. The current information related to cost/benefit and fiscal impact
analysis needs to be revised to provide an accurate picture of the project. The current Business
Plan for the project outlines several funding sources including federal grants and private
investment. The federal funds have not been secured and a funding source for the private
investment has not been identified. The private investment indicates that a guaranteed ridership
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Comment Letter LO22 - Continued

would need to be included. This is contradictory to the Proposition 1A language that does not
allow a public subsidy of the operation for the project. The Program EIR indicated that an annual
ridership number of 88 million passengers were included for cost/benefit purposes. The current
Business Plan indicates that the initial phase of the HST system would include 41 million
passengers. Both of these estimates appear to be for the Bay Area segment. The apparent
reduction in ridership indicated in the Business Plan should be utilized for the Program Level
EIR to better understand the funding requirements of the project.

In addition, the EIR should show that all associated project costs, regardless of options chosen
by the community. All mitigation measure costs shall be covered by the CHSRA. This
requirement includes a covered trench or tunnel option. The EIR should demonstrate that no
costs will be incurred by the City of Burlingame for the design, construction or mitigation of
impacts with the CHSR project.

Caltrain Service Levels -The EIR assumes two tracks for the HST that would be shared with
Caltrain express service and two tracks for Caltrain local service and freight. A recent study on
another section of the HST project indicated that the HST tracks could not be shared by another
train service. If this is ultimately determined to be true for the Peninsula corridor, Caltrain service
would be directly affected and its level of service would be diminished. The current number of
tracks for the Peninsula has not been clearly analyzed including the level of service for Caltrain.
A study that clearly identifies the required number of tracks for each system and whether the
HST system can share tracks with Caltrain, given safety consideration and other factors, needs
to be included in the report.

Electrification ~The appearance of overhead electric power supply for the trains, including the
wires, supporting poles, mast arms and insulations, is a matter of significant concern. Also, the
electrification system should be compatible with the proposed Caltrain electrification such that
the two systems do not need to be constructed and maintained. The EIR needs to analyze the
impacts associated with electrification of the system for all vertical and horizontal afignments
including visual, tree impacts, historic resources, noise, vibration, etc.

Caltrain plans for electrification must be included in all options of the CHSR project. The plans
must address how the planned Caltrain improvements will be coordinated with the final design
and construction of the CHSR project. The two projects need to be reviewed as one in the EIR,
to comprehensively address and mitigate the cumulative impacts.

Coordination with adj t ities — The City of Burlingame has been meeting
regularly with the cities of San Mateo or Millorae to review High Speed Rail plans. Any
alignment in these adjacent cities may cause adverse impacts in the City of Burlingame. The
EIR shall include the City of Burlingame in the development of options to the north and south of
our City limits, No options shall be pursued without City Council approval.

Public input and outreach - The City of Burlingame requests that the EIR provide a
transparent process for public input into the project development, planning, design, engineering
and construction. CHSRA shall conduct well publicized community meetings that allow time for
public comment on a regular basis during all phases of study, design, and construction. A
dedicated project manager shall be assigned to deal with project issues in the City of
Burlingame. The City of Burlingame requests quarterly presentations by the EIR team to the
City Council on the project progress and includes time for community feedback. These
presentations shall include updates on the project schedule and timeline for the CEQA/NEPA
process, mitigation measures, financing costs, engineering design, and construction.

“Register online with the City of Burlingame to receive regular City updates at w urlingame.org <
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City review and approval requirements - The City Council shall review and approve all parts
of the project within the City jurisdiction. The EIR shall allow for a timely manner for review and
approval of all studies, environmental documents, and preliminary engineering plans as part of
the EIR process. There shall be sufficient time allowed in the EIR schedule for City review and
comments. No work shall be done in City right-of-way without City approval and an
encroachment permit.

Soil Contamination - The City is concerned about the documented arsenic found in the soil at
Burlingame High School adjacent to the railroad corridor. The source of the soil contamination
was discovered to be from the raifroad. This area is also next to a public recreational park. The
EIR needs to address this issue with an alignment along the existing railroad corridor.

Willbrae HST Station Impacts —

Traffic congestion impact from the new High Speed Rail Station:

The new High Speed Rail station in Millorae is being proposed to be located near the northern
City limits of Burlingame. This will potentially result in increased volume of vehicular trip
generation from and to the new station. The City is concerned about the increased traffic in the
northern part of the town along California Drive, Rollins Road, Broadway, Trousdale Drive,
Murchison Drive and El Camino Real. The EIR should include a detailed traffic study of the
existing traffic level of service and the projected increase in traffic demand resulting from the
newly proposed station. Further the EIR should identify impacts and appropriate mitigations
acceptable to the City. In addition to the above mentioned streets, a detailed traffic study
should be conducted at the following intersections:

o Broadway/Rollins Road
o California/Broadway

o California/Trousdale

s El Camino Real/Trousdale

e El Camino Real/Broadway

o El Camino Real/Murchison

e El Camino Real/California Drive

Increased parking demand and spillover effect:
The EIR doesn’t appear to have included the need for the parking demand at the new High

Speed Rail station. The EIR should include a thorough study of the parking needs of the new
station and how those needs will be met. In addition, the project shall not cause any parking
spillover effect in Burlingame.

Construction impact and potential right of way taking along California Drive:

The project does not identify the construction impacts and the potential land taking for the new
station. The EIR should thoroughly study land requirement for the construction of the proposed
station and evaluate its impacts to the street right of way along California Drive, businesses and
residences access. In addition, the project should include construction noise, vibration and dust
impacts to the residences, businesses, clinics and hospital buildings located near the corridor.
Security issues:

The security requirements for the new station should be thoroughly studied and included in the
EIR. Because of the close proximity of the new station to the residential area along California
Drive, the City is concerned about the potentiai impacts on residential properties in the event of
a security breach. The EIR should study, identify and address all possible security impacts to
the community arising as a result of the High Speed Rail station.

Other Environmental Impacts -The HST project will require the removal of trees, affect view
corridors, and construction will significantly impact local traffic circulation. The HST would also
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change the residential neighborhood character and downtown business success that defines

Burlingame, by introducing a train system that would not fit within the community. These issues " | G-Gomery, Jane

need to be clearly understood prior to making a final decision on the best alignment for the Ic“ooi“-w PYWEN S

project. The current program level EIR/EIS does not provide sufficient detail to allow those | .

affected to understand the potential impacts before a final route is selected. ! E:IT $:EJE(T&G¥ ig:ﬁ?é I{g?jr-lteo 4:31 PM

Finally,lthe City of Burlingame would reiterate the concerns raised above and the fact that ;?. Néc?héab{;a;?-- '‘Garlett, Carrie R'

furthgr information is necessary in order to make an informed decision on the appropriate route S;i:isci‘ ,J:Jw-' Li& Djflscno;;ns wjih'“:g 142 mile of the Caltrain tracks

for High Speed Rail to the Bay Area. The City expects to have these items addressed as part of | 102241 A'p‘achﬁ;en‘s' Exiéting Conditions comments 4-2-10.pdf; Burlingame Existing

the revised Final High Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS. The City will continue to participate in the i - Community Facilities 1-2010.pdf I

EIR/EIS process to review any impacts and proposed mitigation measures within Burlingame. ;

Sincerely. Michael, .
! We just completed this exercise for the Los Angeles PBS+J group that is preparing the EIR.

Oum_}\ ﬁ\/\//" ; Please see map altached that we marked up.
Some schools | do not see on your list include:

Cathy Baylock
Mayor City of Buriingame Public

Washington Elementary School
Village Park Preschool
Lincoln Elementary School
Roosevelt Elementary School

Enclosures: List of Schools, Community Facilities, Potential Sensitive Receptors

ce: City Council

High Speed Rail Authority Board Members Franklin Elementary School
City Manager i I
e Director Burlingame Intermediate School
Director of Community Planning Private
City Al

ity Aftorney Stepping Stone Preschool

Pal care Preschool and Daycare

Papilfion Preschool

st. Pauf's Co-Op Nursery School

First Presbyterian Church Nursery and Afterschool Program
st. Catherine’s Catholic School

Our Lady of Angel's Catholic School

Methodist Co-op Preschool

Thank you
Jane Gamery
Program Manager | City of Burlingame |
7 650. 558.7240 650.685.9310 |
NS i >

From: Michael Garvey [mailto! arveycgs@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 06, 2010 9:23 PM

To: Michael Garvey

Ce: Bethany Williams; Don Cecil

Subject: List of schools within 1/2 mile of the Caltrain tracks

This is going to the San Mateo County members of the High Speed Rail TWG.

4 Register online with the City of Burlingame to receive regular City updates at www.Burlingame.org % | 1
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We are compiling & list of all schools, public or private, that are I
on either side. The information will be used by the planners worl
receptors” Attached is a list af the schools identified thus far.
Would you please look the list ove
Thanks.

Mike
(650) 596-9047
garveycgs@yahoo.com

_%Think of trees before you prini please.

r and send me information about any scheols we might have missed?

Attachn
Included
L022-18

ocated within 1/2 mile of the Caltrain tracks,
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO22 (Cathy Baylock, The City of Burlingame, April 26, 2010)

L022-1

The 2008 Final Program EIR examined a “no project” alternative and
21 representative network alternatives for connecting the Bay Area
to the Central Valley. Included in this range of alternatives were 11
Altamont Pass network alternatives, 6 Pacheco Pass network
alternatives, and 4 Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local service)
network alternatives.

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material clarified those portions
of the 2008 Final Program EIR requiring revision or expansion. With
this document the Authority has reviewed a reasonable range of
alternatives, and review of additional alternatives does not appear to
be warranted (although the responses to comments in this document
do provide comments on the proposed State Route 84 alignment
through the East Bay).

L022-2
Comment acknowledged.

L022-3

See Standard Response 10 in regards to ending HST in San Jose.

Ending HST in Union City to connect with BART would require a 42-
minute ride into downtown San Francisco and a 77-minute trip to
SFO. The lack of a quick connection from HST to SFO would
eliminate the ability to easily utilize the HST to connect to flights,
abandoning the opportunity to scale back the short and expensive
connecting flights from locations like Fresno. A 42-minute ride on
BART into San Francisco would significantly affect ridership and not
meet the travel time goal set for HST trips between San Francisco
and Los Angeles. For additional information, please see Standard
Response 10.

L022-4

Additional study of a potential HST route along 1-280 or US-101 was
not a topic noted in the Superior Court's judgment in the Town of
Atherton case as needing additional work under CEQA. Please note
that 1-280 is adjacent to protected watersheds for over ten miles, in
places bisecting the watershed. It is designed to support
approximately an 80 mph design speed, with grades greater than
those allowable for HST, and 7 miles longer from Transbay Terminal
in San Francisco to Diridon Station in San Jose. If there is no
opportunity for interchange between HST and Caltrain except at the
San Francisco terminal and San Jose Station, the utility of using
Caltrain as a feeder to HST would be substantially reduced. Caltrain
passengers would need to travel to one end or another of the
Caltrain corridor to access HST. See Response to Comment O003-
171 regarding a US-101 alternative and Standard Response 10.

L022-5

The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San
Jose. Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives is being
carried forward in the project level analyses. See also Standard
Response 3.

L022-6

Burlingame has developed around the Caltrain and former Southern
Pacific railway line. It is a prominent feature of the built environment
of Burlingame since the city's inception. The eucalyptus that line
much of the railway create a visual line through the city. In other
places, the railway travels at the backside of the city's auto
dealerships, which also form an existing visual barrier.

At the program level, views down streets that currently cross the
railway would likely be affected by the HST project. The final design,

@CAHFORNIA

Page 14-203



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

to be undertaken at the project level, will determine the means by
which streets will be grade separated from the HST and any
associated visual impacts.

To determine the visual impacts in the Program EIR, the assumption
was made that the grade separation needed at the existing
Burlingame Caltrain station would be a split grade separation, with
the railway elevated partially and the roadway depressed patrtially.
This has been the common design configuration along the peninsula,
including crossings in San Mateo, Belmont and San Carlos and
proposals in Redwood City and Menlo Park. The station remains the
prominent structure in the view from downtown.

There are currently six streets crossing the railway in Burlingame
and one protected pedestrian crossing. Detailed designs at the
project level will define which, if any, existing crossings, pedestrian
or auto, could be closed in the alignments being considered as part
of the selected network alternative, as well as the potential for
additional crossings of the HST/Caltrain corridor, if it is included in
the selected network alternative.

LO22-7

Both the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR Material referred to general plans and other regional
and local transportation planning documents to identify existing and
future development on a broad scale. These documents were
examined to assess an alignment alternative's and station location
option's potential consistency with the goals and objectives defined
therein. Project-specific effects on land use, planning and
development will be evaluated at the project-level. General Plan
references as cited in the 2008 Final Program EIR were current for
the period that studies were conducted for the Program EIR. The
project-specific land use analysis will refer to current land use and
planning documents of cities along the selected network alternative,
including if appropriate the City of Burlingame's zoning and General
Plan requirements. See also Standard Response 6.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

LO22-8

The comment expresses concern about emergency access, visual
impacts, noise and vibration impacts, traffic impacts (vehicular,
pedestrian, and bicycle), air quality, and property impacts in
Burlingame. The 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised
Draft Program EIR Material identified that the HST project would
result in significant impacts to the physical environment. The 21
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits. The
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to
the greatest extent feasible. In addition, the EIR discloses that
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these
impacts may differ between alternatives. Additional site-specific
analysis of impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs.

L022-9

See Standard Response 10. With the proposed electrification of the
Caltrain corridor, the Authority and Caltrain would develop a joint
operating plan that would identify potential service to stations as
part of the project-level environmental document and preliminary
engineering.

L022-10

Section 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Section 3.7 of the May 2008
Final Program EIR discussed the analysis of land use impacts. To
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility,
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of
development; or socioeconomic conditions. For the property impacts
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analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the
improvements in the alignment alternatives. As noted in Chapter 3
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.

L022-11
See Standard Response 6.

L022-12

In the Town of Atherton final judgment, included as part of the
Revised Draft Program EIR, the Court did not find that the discussion
of vibration impacts was faulty, but instead held that the Authority's
CEQA finding of fact that the vibration impact could be mitigated to
a less than significant level contradicted the EIR and was not
supported by substantial evidence. As disclosed in Chapter 1, page
1-4, of the Revised Draft Program EIR, the Authority will address this
issue by correcting its CEQA finding when it considers a new decision
based on the Revised Final Program EIR. The comment further
states that mitigation measures for noise and vibration must be
included as integral components of the project. Programmatic
mitigation strategies for noise and vibration impacts were discussed
in Chapter 3.7 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR. The Authority
will consider adopting these mitigation strategies when it makes a
new decision based on the Revised Final Program EIR. Finally, the
comment suggests that mitigation should not create other impacts,
such as a sound wall causing division of the community. As
addressed in the May 2008 Final Program and as acknowledged in
the Town of Atherton final court judgment, some mitigation
measures for noise such as sound barriers will be predicated on the
more detailed design and engineering information that will be
available in project-level analyses. Specific secondary effects of such
detailed, site-specific types of mitigation will be addressed in project-
level EIRs. See standard response 5.

L022-13
See Response to Comment LO03-156.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

L022-14

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hydrology and water
resources were not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 3.14 of
the 2008 Final Program EIR. Potential impacts from shallow
groundwater as well as mitigation strategies were discussed in this
chapter. More detailed analyses related to streams and flood control
will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when
more detailed design and location information will be available. In
addition, the HST would span watercourse channels and
embankments to minimize impacts on streams. See Standard
Response 3.

L022-15

Comment noted. The revised project description between San Jose
and Gilroy would not result in changes to the discussion of cultural
resources beyond what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft
Program EIR Material related to Keesling's shade trees. The analysis
for cultural resources is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR,
Chapter 3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, and
Appendix 3.12-A. Under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at
the project level include identification of resources (such as those in
Burlingame), evaluation of their significance under the National
Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any substantial
adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation measures.
Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will be further
examined in detail at the project level because the identification of
potentially affected resources and project effects and mitigation are
dependent on the HST location and system design, and can only be
done at the project level. See Standard Response 3 and Response to
Comment LO03-79.

L022-16

A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to
existing rail right of way will be undertaken as part of project level
engineering and environmental analyses. Removal of eucalyptus
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trees and other mature trees will be avoided to the extent possible.
Operational and construction impacts including those related to the
removal of trees will be addressed as part of project-level EIR/EIS.
Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further examined
in detail at the project level because they are a product of the HST
system design, and the detailed studies necessary to identify the
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can
only be done at the project level.

L022-17

A detailed cultural resources investigation and evaluation of
measures to minimize and mitigate impacts consistent with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act will be conducted as
part of project-level environmental documents.

See Chapter 3.12 of the 2008 Final Program EIR for mitigation
strategies. Resource-specific cultural resources mitigation measures
such as those resulting from noise, vibration, and visual intrusion will
be developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS and through
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Under Section
106 (36 CFR § 800), the procedures to be followed at the project
level include identification of resources, evaluation of their
significance under the National Register of Historic Places and CEQA,
identification of any substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of
potential mitigation measures. Specific resources within the Area of
Potential Effects will be further examined in detail at the project level
because the identification of potentially affected resources and
project effects and mitigation are dependent on the HST location
and system design, and can only be done at the project level.

L022-18

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction impacts to
residents, schools, and businesses were not one of those topics. See
Standard Response 3. More detailed information and analysis of
noise and vibration impacts and mitigation will be included in
project-level EIR/EISs. See standard response 5. This analysis will

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

include identification and evaluation of sensitive receivers, including
such uses as residences, schools, parks, and hospitals. Impacts on
emergency access routes, including existing railroad crossings, will

also be evaluated in the project-level EIR/EISs.

L022-19
See Standard Response 6.

L022-20

See Standard Response 6. In addition, as noted in Chapter 3.7,
Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, the project would
construct grade separations where none previously existing thereby
improving circulation between neighborhood areas, businesses and
other destinations. There is the potential for temporary circulation
impacts to occur during construction. Specific locations and the
scale of construction impacts will be further examined in detail at the
project level because they are a product of the HST system design,
and the detail necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the
level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project
level. Also as noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Final Program EIR,
mitigations strategies such as a traffic management plan would be
prepared to reduce circulation and barrier effects during
construction.

L022-21

Both the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS and the Revised Draft Program
EIR referred to general plans and other regional and local
transportation planning documents to identify existing and future
development on a broad scale. These documents were examined to
assess an alignment alternative's and station location option's
potential consistency with the goals and objectives defined therein.
Project-specific effects on land use, planning and development will
be evaluated at the project-level. General Plan references as cited in
the 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS were current for the period that
studies were conducted for the Program EIR/EIS. The project-
specific land use analysis will reference current land use and
planning documents, including the Downtown Specific Area Plan.
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L022-22
See Standard Response 10.

L022-23

The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Construction impacts were
not one of those topics. More detailed information and analysis of
construction impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level
EIR/EISs, including temporary and permanent impacts related to rail
detours (shooflys). See Standard Response 3.

L022-24

This comment states that the environmental document did not
address the impacts of grade separations. See Standard Response 2
regarding the tiered planning and environmental process and
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impact analysis
and mitigation in the program environmental document.

L022-25

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Cumulative impacts was not
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.17,
discusses cumulative impacts and mitigation strategies at the
program level including the Caltrain, roadway, and development
projects along the HST alternatives. More detailed analyses related
to cumulative impacts, including the Broadway Interchange
improvements, will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis, when more detailed project information is available for the
selected HST alignment. The cumulative project list will be updated
as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.

LO22-26

The comment is correct that the HST project will include full grade
separations. The proposed HST alignment on the Caltrain Corridor
between San Francisco and San Jose, if it is ultimately included in

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

the network alternative selected by the Authority, would provide
community benefits by grade separating the right of way and
eliminating current freight/commuter rail conflicts with vehicular and
pedestrian cross traffic. We do not agree that the proposed project
would create an enhanced environment for freight rail so as to lead
to significant impacts from increased freight activity because trains
can travel faster. For the Caltrain Corridor, freight operations are
restricted to specific conditions and times under a trackage rights
agreement between UPRR and the PCJPB. The rights of UPRR under
this agreement will be respected and there is currently no intent to
alter the windows for freight activity in the corridor. Generally
speaking, freight movements, speeds, and frequency of freight trains
are dependent on multiple factors, including the needs of the
customer. Freight speeds are dictated by the Federal Railroad
Administration and vary depending on the goods being shipped. A
detailed examination of the potential for freight rail operations on
this corridor to increase is beyond the scope of the Program EIR.
More information on rail operations in the Caltrain Corridor would be
considered at the project level if the Caltrain Corridor is part of the
network alternative selected by the Authority board.

LO22-27
See Responses to Comment L017-14 and O017-9.

LO22-28

The ridership forecasts in the 2008 Final Program EIR are based on a
different set of assumptions for environmental analysis purposes
than the subsequent ridership forecasts in the 2009 Business Plan.
Please see Standard Response 4.

L022-29

As described in Section 5.2 Revised Capital Costs of the Revised
Draft Program EIR Material, the capital costs are representative of all
aspects of the implementation of the proposed HST system,
including construction, right-of-way, environmental mitigation, and
design and management services.
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L022-30

In the 2008 Final Program EIR a typical configuration was assumed
consisting of the two inside tracks for HST and Caltrain express
service operating at compatible speeds and the outside tracks for
Caltrain local service and temporally separated freight service. The
shared four-track system enables express service to pass local
service at each station and maintains schedule reliability. The shared
tracks also enable the HST to run fast express service between SF
and Jose to achieve 30 minute travel times and provide high
frequency service.

As noted in the 2008 Final Program EIR, Caltrain is viewed as
complimentary feeder system to the HST system. The Program EIR
identified shared stations in San Francisco at the Transbay Terminal,
the Millbrae Caltrain / BART station (to serve SFO), a potential
station at Palo Alto or Redwood City, Diridon Station in San Jose,
and the Gilroy Caltrain station. This distribution of stations along the
Caltrain corridor would enable a short trip from any Caltrain station
to connect to the HST at a joint station, expanding convenient
access to the HST along the Caltrain system.

L022-31

The precise alignment and profile options for the HST system along
existing rail rights of way within the network alternative ultimately
selected by the Authority will be further evaluated and refined as
part of the preliminary engineering and project-level environmental
review and will include trench and/or tunnel concepts in sensitive
areas or where it is an appropriate and necessary design option.
Available right-of-way, impacts on adjacent communities and costs
will be among the factors considered as part of this review.
Electrification will be considered during project-level engineering and
environmental review, if the network alternative ultimately selected
by the Authority includes the Caltrain corridor. 25kv AC
electrification is the developing world standard for electrification
projects and would work well for both HST and regional services, like
Caltrain. Use of a trench or tunnel through portions of San Francisco
to San Jose Section would be further evaluated with more detailed

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

study during the HST project-level EIR studies, if the ultimately
selected network alternative includes the Caltrain corridor.

See also Responses to Comments L0O03-47 and L0O03-76.

L022-32

The Authority plans on engaging the cities in the project level
environmental process through technical working groups (TWG) and
policymaker working groups (PWG). In addition to these group
meetings, the Authority and their consultants will meet with city staff
to share to the degree possible, in-progress designs of the alignment
and HST system.

Cities will be encouraged to participate and comment on the
documents (scoping, alternatives analysis draft EIR/EIS) as they
become available. While the Authority is interested and grateful for
input from cities like Burlingame on certain alternatives, it is not
required to adhere to Burlingame city council action on the HST
project alternatives.

022-33

Comment acknowledged. The Revised Draft Program EIR Material
addresses those topics identified in the final judgment for the Town
of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under CEQA.
Outreach was not one of those topics. Please see Chapter 10, Public
and Agency Involvement, in the 2008 Final Program EIR. The
comment expresses a desired level of outreach at the project level.

L022-34

The Authority has coordinated and will continue to consult with local
agencies along all HST corridors that move into project-level
environmental documents.

L022-35

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Hazardous materials and
wastes was not one of those topics. Please see Section 3.11 of the
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2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed information and analysis on
potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.
See Standard Response 3.

As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05). Based on the information presented in the project-level
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase Il environmental
site assessment performed. This recommendation for a Phase Il
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase Il
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous
materials/waste. The assessment document would specify that the
Phase Il environmental assessment must be prepared in
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase 11
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01).

A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous
material issues, including: measures to address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect workers and the general
public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards
are encountered.

L022-36

See Standard Response 3. The project-level traffic impact analysis
study will analyze the existing traffic level of service and the

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

projected increase in traffic demand resulting from the newly
proposed station. The study will also identify impacts and propose
feasible mitigations measures.

L022-37

The project-level traffic impact analysis study will include a detailed
analysis of parking demand and feasible parking supply at the
proposed HST station. The information will be documented in the
traffic impact analysis study and the EIR/EIS. The analysis of
number of parking spaces required and the placement of the parking
facilities will be evaluated. Potential parking impacts will be
evaluated based on the existing and future parking supply and the
projected parking demand. Parking demand will be based upon the
patronage and mode of access forecasts at each proposed station,
including parking and related circulation impacts for adjacent
neighborhoods.

L022-38

More detailed information and analysis of construction impacts and
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs, including
temporary and permanent impacts related to construction on local
businesses and residences, and their access. This analysis will
include analysis of construction noise, vibration, and air quality
impacts. See Standard Response 3.

L0O22-39

An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be
prepared at the project level to address safety and security goals
and objectives, practices and procedures. A major component of
this plan will be a Threat and Vulnerability Analysis (TVA). This
analysis will identify potential threats related to transit people and
property and will provide guidance in implementing protective
measures through incorporation of design features and operational
tactics. This process will be in compliance with the U.S. Department
of Transportation and Department of Homeland Security guidelines.
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L022-40

Authority staff believe this 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material
provides sufficient information for the Authority board to make a
decision of a preferred route from the San Francisco Bay area to the
Central Valley. See Standard Response 3.

L022-41

Comment noted. See specific responses above. See Standard
Responses 1, 2, and 3. The Authority believes the program level
analyses provide the appropriate level of detail for the program
decisions being made.

Response to Comments from Local Agencies
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO23 (Jeffrey V. Smith, County of Santa Clara Office of the County Executive, April 26, 2010)

Lo23

Kris Livingston
Rob Eastwood [Rob.Eastwood@pin. scegov.org]

From:

Sent: Monday, April 26, 2010 6:11 PM

To: HSR Comments

Subject: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments
Attachments: 20100426175331574.paf

Mr. Leavitt -

Please find attached comments from the County of Santa Clara on the Draft EIR.

Apologize for the lateness, had tried to fax earlier but your fax number listed (916) 322-0827 was not responding

-Rob Eastwood
County of Santa Clara

County of Santa Clara
Department of Planning and Development

Planning Office

County Government Cenfer, East Wing, 7th Floor

70 West Hedding Street

San Jose: Callfornia 95110-1 705
{408) 200-5770 FAX (408) 2880198

www.sceplanning, org

DATE:
TO:.

FAX #:
FROM:

Number of pages (including this cover page): L

FAX TRANSMISSION
COVER SHEET

“//Z@/(O

@a u LQ WJu H“

e 32 0§22

CCC covng
Catata (lasma MTmcinder Plaimioaa YL s
woanta Liara Lounty sianting Uilice

Phone:  (408) 299-5770 '
Direct:  (408)299- <3FAL
FAX: (408) 288-9198-

Message: Zy Beeq 1o Contrm) \fM\% I cavmats

Please call if you experience any difficulty receiving this transmission.

Board of Supervisors: Donald F. Gage, George Shirakawa, Dave Corlese, Ken Yeager, Liz Kniss

County Exccutlve: Jelfrey Y, Smith

b
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO23 - Continued

County of Santa Clara

Office of the County Executive

County Government Center, East Wing
70 West Hedding Street

San Jos liforaia 95110

(408) 2005105

April 26,2010

Dan Leavitt

California High-Speed Rail Authority
925 1, Street, Suite 1425

Sactamento, CA 95814

RE: Comments regarding the Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report Materials for the Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train
(HST)

Dear Mr. Leavitt:

Please find enclosed comments from the County regarding the Bay Area to Central
Valley High-Speed Train Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
Materals, These include comments from the Departments of Planning and Development,
Parks and Recreation, and Roads and Airporls,

The attached comments highlight several comments and concerns the County has
regarding the proposed Bay Area to Central Valley alignment of the proposed High

Speed ‘train (HST) and its impact upon County resources, residents, and facilities, LO23-1

including County Parks, roadways, and implementation of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP).

If you have any questions regarding coordination of comments on the Revised Dyaft
Program EIR from the County, please contact Rob Eastwood at (408) 299-5792 in the
County Department of Planning and Development, Jane Mark at (408) 355-2237 in the
Department of Parks and Recreation, and Bill Lee a( (408) 573-2487 in County Roads
and Airports.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey V. Smith
County Executive

¢! Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors

County Fixecutive: Jefirey V. Smith

;)

203
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Response to Letter LO23 (Jeffrey V. Smith, County of Santa Clara Office of the County Executive, April 26, 2010)

LO23-1
Comment acknowledged.
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Comment Letter LO24 (Jody Hall-Esser, County of Santa Clara Department of Planning and Devel i
i ' ’ opment P
Office, April 23, 2010) 9 p lanning

L024
County of Santa Clara
Depariment of Planning and Development . . P
Planning Office . Land Use & Policies: Future impacts to parks, trails and recreation in .
onvice, Bt Wing, 7 Floor accordance with the Parks and Recreation Element of the County of Santa Clara 153&4'2
1708 General Plan (1990-2010) and the Santa Clara County Countywide Trails Master
) 2ERETT0 FAN (408) é-a?:r-;lna Plan Update (1995);
v SCEplANRIN g . Land Use & Policies: Revised Draft Program EIR/EIS should address
analysis and compliance with the Coyote Creek Parkway Integrated Natural L024-3
April 23,2010 Resource Management Plan and Master Plan (March 2007), which is a locally-
adopted land use plan for a County park facility.
Dan Leavitt . Property Taking of County Parkland: As per Public Park Preservation Act
California High-Speed Rail Authority of 197‘1 , a voter-approved County Charter Amendment and Code of Civil
925 L Streef, Suite 1425 Procedures Scction 1240.680, the County would need fo evaluate and assess all
Sacramento, CA 95814 projects with the potential to encroach upon, t?ke and/or impact ('inunty L024-4
parklands. Furthermore, County Parks is required to evaluate environmental
RE: Comments regarding the Revised Draft Program Environmental Impact analysis of any project which may impact parklands. Thus the project EIR/EIS
Report Materials for the Bay Avea to Central Valley High Speed Train and/or Alignment Alternative Reports should discuss potential environmental
: i impacts to County patks, trails and parklands that are located within the vicinity
Dear Mr. Leavitt: of the proposed project, that include Coyote-Hellyer, Motoreycle, Anderson Lake,
and Coyote Creek Parkway County Parks.
The County of Santa Clata appreciates the opporfunity to review the Revised Draft - R1pa.man R":‘m‘_l‘ce?i COBT ofe C-reek P'ﬂ"kWﬂv)’ County Park is one of the
Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Material, dated March 2010. The Revised regional 1)“fks and rect eat“’ﬂa} 1esourees ‘.1"“‘1-" 1.1141pactcd by the pr oposled Sé"
Draft Program BIR provides additional information and clarifications for the 2008 Bay Jose to Merced High Speed Train corridor. In addition, Coyote Creel Parkway
Arca to Central Valley High Speed Train (HST) Final Program PIR/EIS. After review of Quumy P.ark is an outstanding example of a regionally significant ripatian habitat
the Revised Draft Progrant EIR, the County has the following comments: that provides a valuable wildlife movement corridor for numerous sensitive L024-5
’ : ' species. County parklands contain a number of sensitive and protected species and
Planning Office: L.024-1 habitats, and the department is charged with the responsibility to provide, protect
ﬁ}mifx Clara ( ounty anticipates adoption of the Santa Clara Valley Habitat and preserve regional parklands including management of these natural resources,
Conservation Plan (HCP) in 2011, Although the HPC is not yet public, the Revised Draft The County 1 s undfr the regulato:y over.sxght of locgll,l:'edera] al}d state agencies,
EIR should reference the SCV HCP in regards to biological goals, values and such as the Santa Clara Valley Water Disirict, the National Matine Fisheries
conservation strategy. Information regarding the HCP can be found at http://www.scv- Services (NNOAA), TlCCCS.‘SlIﬂTm.g that we ?.Ond“a additional review of projects (.hai
habitatplan.org i may impacts these resources or that require enhancement of habitats that exist in
pran: County parklands.
Parks Department: . . .
o aQ o Dol o N y . Future Project-Level Environmental Analy
12?;gi‘tﬁn(;;\;::i)gpigéaB?;ﬁizli(: grc‘: tiic\liﬁlf;[i;ﬁ aéz::stﬁ :ﬁﬁz}zz [a:[i xiisucs Whilc 1?16 20()5.{ Bay A.wa to C_fentral VaIIey‘ ST EIR/EIS is prcgrax}unatic in nat.m‘e,
relation to potential project impacts to regional parks, trails and recreation facilities and futre uereq, sue~sp.emﬁc project Igve} c::nvu'oxmmental documents»wﬂl assess the impacts
resources i31 Santa C}l)‘dl‘i;l (‘ountrg' The (,‘funty olf San’ta Clara Parks and Rs;:rcalion of construction and m}plementmg xx\@l\vxdual HST projects. As discussed n Coumy
Department (County Parké) own.s and onerates 28 regional park units encompassin comments for the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the San Jose to Merced High Speed 1.024-6
party ounty . pera giona’ p PR P 2 Train System through Pacheco Pass, dated April 10, 2009, future project-level
approximately 45,000 acres. The San Jose to Merced High Speed Train corridor would environmental analysis should address the following:
potentially impact a numbe of paks, trails and recreation facilities and resources, L0242 i
inoluding Coyote-Hellyer, Motoreycle, Andetson Lake, and Coyote Creek Pa;sz;y 3. Agricultural Resources: Discuss the impacts of the loss of agricultural land, loss of
Ic{?llm?' P,?lkﬁl’ gld 110\%10‘}:! ;rml;on.lltes s‘l 1(c“l1 55tﬂlzjjua;/li,;lauu??‘de fl}f;]ﬁ ag;‘}l:n th prime farmland, and impacts on land under Williamson Act Contract or commercial
istoric Trail, Bay Area Ridge Trail and Coyote Creek/Llagas Cicek Trall, When the agricultural production as a result of the proposed project.
Authority conducts project-level cvaluations and analysis for the Pacheco Pass Network e P prop proj
Alternative, County Parkg 1:e‘ques[s additional considerations for assessing future impacts 4. Noise: Evaluate noise impacts on adjacent properties using the County Noise Lo
to park and recreation facilities and resources, as related to: Ordinance and County General Plan Policies as thwesholds of noise significance i
Board of Supervisors: Donald F. Gage. Georgie Shirakawa, Dave Cortese, Ken Yeager, Lz Kniss
County Executive: Jefirey V. smith ,%%
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Comment Letter LO24 - Continued

5. Scenic Rural Roads: Evaluate visual impacts of the proposal on County designated 1024-8

scenic roads.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to review and provide these comments on the Bay

Ateato Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Draft Program EIR/EIS Material, We

look forward to reviewing any responses and revisions to the document, as well as any

future project level environmental documents, when they become available. If you have 1.024-9
any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact Rob Eastwood,

Planning Office, at (408) 299-5792, Kim Rook, Planning Office, at (408) 299-5790,

Planning Office, or Jane Mark, Parks & Recreation Department, at (408) 355-2237.

Sincerely, //?
| (]
) HE S 17 A0
- e fases
Jody|Hall-Esser N

Direftor
/ Dephrtment of Planning and Development

f
‘ Santa Clara County

el
Michael Lopez, Planning Office
Rob Eastwood, Planning Office
Jane Mark, Parks & Recreation Dept.
Bill Lee, Roads & Airports
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter L024 (Jody Hall-Esser, County of Santa Clara Department of Planning and Development Planning Office,

April 23, 2010)

L0O24-1

The Santa Clara Valley HCP are acknowledged in the 2008 Final
Program EIR Response to Comment FO02-6: In the Pacheco Pass
area, there are opportunities to help preserve habitat for kit fox,
tiger salamander, and red-legged frog for mitigation, as
demonstrated by the conservation strategy of the Santa Clara Valley
HCP/Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) (in Santa Clara
County).

L024-2

The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as
requiring corrective work under CEQA. Public parks and recreation
was not one of those topics. Parks and recreational issues are
discussed Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks
and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR. More detailed
analyses related to impacts on recreational resources during
construction and operation including analysis of relevant land use
plans and policies will be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS
analysis when more detailed design and location information will be
available.

L024-3
See Response to Comment L024-2.

LO24-4
See Response to Comment L024-2.

L024-5
See Response to Comment L024-2.

L024-6

Comment acknowledged. The project-level EIR/EISs will address
impacts to agricultural resources, including loss of agricultural land,
loss of prime farmland, impacts to lands under Williamson Act
contracts, and impacts to commercial agricultural production.

L024-7
See Standard Response 5.

L024-8

All state and locally adopted scenic roads will be part of the visual
impact analysis conducted as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. All
state scenic highways, qualifying and adopted, were identified in the
2008 Final Program EIR.

L024-9
Comment acknowledged.
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO25 (Raluca Nitescu, County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department, April 23, 2010)

County of Santa Clara

Roads and Alrports Depariment

por! Dlve
Zalifornia £5110-1302
400 )

April 23, 2010

Ms. Kim Rook, Planner

County of Santa Clara, Planning Department
70 West Hedding Street, 7" Rloor, Bast Wing
San Jose, CA 95110

Subject: Bay Avea to Central Valley High Speed Train (HST) Revised Draft Progtam
EIR Materials Comments
Dear Ms. Rook,

Your c-mail dated April 2, 2010 with the information regarding the subject project has been reviewed.
Subsequent fo Roads and Airports comments dated April 6, 2009 (Attachment A) the following are our

additional comments:

1. The At-Grade crossing scction shows 50 feet takeaway from Monterey Highway and reductionto | [ 9o5)
4 lanes. This could present two major issues:

- reduces of future capacity on Monterey Highway through South County Areas
- presents major safety issues At-Grade intersections such as San Martin, Masten, and others

along the corsidor,

2. The project traffic study needs to be consistent with the findings of South County Lraffic

Civoulation Stady done by Valley Traffic Authority (VTA) relative to Montetey Highway and L0252
other south county roadways.
3, .Any right-of-way and traffic capacity reductions on Central Expressway will have a significant
L025-3

negative impact on the traffic in this major subregional corridor. ‘This corridor is also a popular
bicycle commuter route (utilizing the expressway shoulders) in this area.

4. B-mail of Roads and Airports” Infiasteucture Development Deputy Director, Dan Colfen to
Caltrain (Attachment B),

a9

Board of Supervisors: Denald F. Gage, George Shirakawa, Dave Corfese, Ken Yeager, Liz Kniss
county Executive: Jeffrcy V. Smith

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this profect. If you have any questions, please

contact me at 408-573<2464.
e

itescu, PB
t Engineer

Attachments: Attachment A- Roads and Airports comments dated April 6, 2009
Attachment B- Roads and Aitpotts® Infrastructure Development Deputy Director

comments

CC: DEC, MA, RS, KV, WRE, File
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Comment Letter LO25 - Continued

/ a
~~~~~~ Original Message----- .
From: Rafuca Nitescu “Lee-Original Message-—
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2009 10;36 AM : - From: Dan Collen
To: 'Ranu Aggarwal' . Sent: Friday, April 09, 2010 11:38 AM
Co 'Referral Résponse’; Mike Griffls; Masoud Akbarzadeh; Dawn Cameron; Bill Lee - To! 'prp@caltrain.com’
Subject: NOP(EIR/EIS) - San Jose Merced High Speed Train Ce Bill Lee; 'Dawn Cameron'
. N Subject: Concerned about Central Expressway
Please see our comments for the subject appHeation:
Hi, | read yesterday that accomodating 4 tracks through Mountain View is expscted to require
1,  Ataffic impact aualysis for the Giiroy and San Jose stations needs to be conducted as part of the BIR/BIS. With reduction of Central Expressway traffic lanes. As we are responsible for Ceniral Expressway, we would
s0 few stations, these stations will be a major deaw. The analysis needs to identify projected number of trips to and L025-4 ik to know how best to involve oursslves in the deliberation process — technical working group? CS8
from the stations and the Jevel of service impacts on the streots and fresways used to aceess the station, Traffic participation? Foimal comments to Alt Analysis? All? Fundamentally we share concems of some in
smpact mitipations should be identified as needed for station access. the community that have questione impacting everyday traffic circulation in order to provide a L025-6
transportation atternative that most people in the community will rarely, if ever use. We would like to
2. County of Santa Glara Roads and Adrports Department staft should be consulted as patt of the planning process for . know what alternatives are being considered to retain Central Exprossway capacity, and we would
any alignment/giade sepatation changes that are studied for County roads. A . L025-5 suggest serlous efforts, not a quick assumption that the road rights-of-way are avallable. We are R
! available for yaur outreach efforts and design collaboration, should your staff make contact with us. i
Dan Collen
THIS EMAIL AND ANY ATTACHMENTS MAY BE Deputy Director, Infrastiucture Development
PLACED IN A FILE OPEN TO PUBLIC REVIEW County of Santa Clara Roads & Alrports Department
. {408) 573-2492

Raluca Nitesen, PR

Associate Civil Engineer

Land Development and Survey
Roads and Airports Department
County of Santa Clara

Ph. (108)573-2464

fax (408)941-0275

ATTACHMENT A | ATTACHMENT B
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Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Response to Letter LO25 (Raluca Nitescu, County of Santa Clara Roads and Airports Department, April 23, 2010)

LO25-1

Comment noted. Detailed traffic analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS
will evaluate the impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey
Highway. Future traffic operations on Monterey Highway and any
other affected roadways will be evaluated to determine the potential
traffic impacts due to the proposed modification of the highway. The
traffic impact analysis study will also evaluate permanent and
construction-related (temporary) impacts to affected roadways,
intersections, parking, pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Feasible
mitigation measures will also be discussed at the project-level.

LO25-2

Comment acknowledged. The South County Traffic Circulation Study
and other relevant studies will be referenced while conducting the
project-level traffic impact analysis study.

LO25-3

Comment acknowledged. Project-specific analyses of circulation,
traffic, and parking will be conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for
the station areas, access roads, and other facilities that might be
affected by a proposed HST station. The project-level traffic impact
analysis study will also evaluate the effect of the project and project
construction on existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
Potential impacts on pedestrian and bicycle connections to and
across HST facilities will be analyzed. Potential impacts to pedestrian
and bike facilities and feasible mitigation measures will be
documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and Parking Report.

LO25-4

Project-specific analyses of circulation, traffic, and parking will be
conducted in the project-level EIR/EIS for the station areas, access
roads, and other facilities that might be affected by a proposed HST
station. This will be documented in a Traffic, Transit, Circulation and
Parking Report. Potential changes in traffic volumes on surface

streets located near the proposed HST stations and the effect of
these changed traffic volumes on traffic operations of these
roadways and critical intersections will be evaluated in the project-
level traffic impact analysis study. Roadways near the proposed HST
stations which would operate at unacceptable conditions due to
addition of the proposed HST system would be identified, local
jurisdictions will be consulted, and feasible mitigation measures will
be proposed. Also see Standard Response 3.

L025-5
Comment acknowledged.

LO25-6

The Authority appreciates feedback at all stages of the
environmental and design process. We hope you continue to
provide input on the project level process that is currently underway.
The project level engineering and environmental analysis will
evaluate several vertical design options and their potential effects on
the adjacent and surrounding roadways. The Authority understands
that California needs a “balanced” transportation with an appropriate
mix of public transit and roadway options, to that end, they will
consider the potential impacts on the adjacent roadway system
carefully in designing the HST system. The Authority will consider
the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.

The Authority disagrees with the suggestion that “most people in the
community will rarely if ever use” the HST system. The Authority
notes that residents of these communities are expected to use the
HST system to travel to and from other destinations in the state, and
the HST system would provide opportunities for these communities
to serve as a destination for business, recreational, or educational
travel. Additionally this system would be designed to allow both
Caltrain and the HST system to serve both local commuters and the
intercity passengers mentioned above, if the Caltrain corridor is
included in the network alternative ultimately selected by the

@CAHFORNIA
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Authority. Such complementary systems would provide unparalleled
local and intra-state mobility for the region.

Page 14-220
@Eﬂﬂﬁeﬁmﬁ



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR

Response to Comments from Local Agencies

Comment Letter LO26 (Ed Tewes, City of Morgan Hill City Manager’s Office, April 26, 2010)

L026

Crry Manacer's Orrice

CITY OF MORGAN HILL

April 26,2010

Mr. Dan Leavitt

California High Speed Rail Authority
925 L Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attention: Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program EIR Material Comments

} Dear Mr. Leavitt:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject Environmental Impact Report
and Envi I Impact S Our City Council reviewed the document at its
meeting of April 7, 2010, The Morgan Hill City Council has recommended that
comments be forwarded to the California High Speed Rail Authority for review in
preparation of the Praject Level EIR/EIS study for the California High Speed Train
(HST) section from San Jose to Merced.

The Revised Draft EIR document relocates the program alignment outside of the UPRR
right-of-way. From San Jose to north of Morgan Hill, alignment would be at-grade
within a 50° right-of-way, utilizing a porting of the existing Monterey Road right-of-way.
From Coyote to north of Morgan Hill, Monterey Road would be relocated 50 to 60 fect to
the east to accommodate the 50° right-of-way for HST. From south of Tilton to south of
Tennant Avenue the program alignment would utilize an aerial structure within a 50
right-of-way acquired from the adjacent private property, The aerial structure would have
2 minimum clearance of 17 feet where the structure crosses over Dunne, San Pedro and
Tennant Avenues. South of Tennant, the alignment returns to at-grade structure until it
reaches Gilroy where it returns to an aerial structure through Gilroy.

The Revised Draft EIR determined that the aerial structure through Morgan Hill and
Gilroy would have a moderate visual/aesthetic impact and Monterey Road alignment
adjacent to the UPRR mainline right-of-way would potentially impact heritage trees
(black walnut trees). The project-level EIR will need to address the impact of shifting
Monterey Road 50 feet to the east north of Cochrane Road, specifically the potential
displ. of existing ¢ ial develoy on the east side of existing Monterey
Road from Bumnett Avenue to south of Peebles Avenue. A more complete visual
analysis also needs to be completed to assess how the program alignment aerial structures
through Downtown Morgan Hill south to Tennant Avenue would impact views of the
nearby hills, commercial facilities, Downtown properties and adjacent neighborhoods. It
is recommended the project-level EIR include detailed information regarding the

17555 Prax AvENue

Moxgan Hitt, CA 95037-4128
THL: 408-779-7271

FAX: 4087791592
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LO26-1
cont

clearance and overall height of the aerial structure including photo simulations depicting
how the aerial structures would appear from various vantage points.

From San Pedro Avenue, south to Maple Avenue, the program alignment extends over an
existing local street, Railroad Avenue. The project-level EIR will need to address the

P ial closure or ion of this street and how adjacent properties would receive
access should the public street be acquired for the HST right-of-way.

Li26-2

The Revised Draft Pro, ic EIR only eval the relocation of the preferred
program alignment outside of the UPRR right-of-way. The separate Project level
EIR/EIS for the San Jose to Merced Section of HST may include several alternative
alignment on the east side of Highway 101, As recommended above, a more complete

of the visual imy of the various alignments will need to be completed in
the program-level EIR to d ine how the fi y alig would impact adjacent
highway commercial developments and properties. The height of the acrial structure
needed to clear East Dunne Avenue at the Dunne Avenue and Highway 101 interchange
will need to be determined and photo simulations of the aerial structures will need to be
prepared.

Li26-3

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Bay Area to Central
Valley High-Speed Train Revised Program EIR document. If you have any questions
concerning the information in this letter, please contact me at (4080779-7271.

Sincerely,

=
-~ %_“_ 7
Ed Tewes

LO26-1 City Manager

c Morgan Hill Council Members

“_ﬁLiFOHNlA
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Response to Letter LO26 (Ed Tewes, City of Morgan Hill City Manager’s Office, April 26, 2010)

LO26-1 LO26-3

The project-level EIR/EIS will analyze the issues raised in the The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR assessed impacts with an
comment. See Standard Response 3. alignment along the existing UPRR. The project-level EIR/EIS studies
will analyze impacts to the alignment alternatives that are part of the

L026-2 network alternative ultimately selected by the Authority.

The HST system would operate over a fully grade-separated,
dedicated track alignment. Project effects on access and circulation
will be addressed in the project-level EIR/EIS.
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Comment Letter LO27 (Doug Kimsey, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, April 8, 2010)

Lo27

METROPOLITAN

M T PRANSPORTATION

COMMISSION

April 8, 2010

Mr. Curt Pringle, Chair
California High-speed Rail Authority
925 1. Street, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE:  Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program-Level EIR Material
Comments

Dear Mr. Pringle:

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) staff appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report Material released by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority)
on March 12, 2010 for public review.

Based upon our staff review, we find that the while the revised EIR material provides
additional information and context to the 2008 Final Bay Area to Central Valley Program
EIR, it does not substantively alter the environmental assessments and findings in that
Final EIR. When the Authority considers and certifies the Revised Draft and Final
Program EIR Material, along with the 2008 Final Program EIR, we request that the
Authority also take into account the Commission’s position in support of the Pacheco
Pass as the preferred network alternative for the main high-speed train express line
between northern and southern California. The Commission has articulated its support
position for Pacheco Pass in the MTC Resolution No. 3829 and in our letter to the
Authority on the Draft Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR dated October 26, 2007.

L027-1

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 510.817.5790 or
dkimsey@mic.ca.gov.

MTC looks forward to working with you and the Authority in delivering a high-speed
train system in California and the Bay Area.

Ciries of

Sincerely,

Steve Ilvﬁll)rr'vrycz -
Faceaice e .
Doug Kims
o

Planning Director

SH:AN

JAPROJECTIHSR Study\MTC CorrespondenceMTC Comments Revised Draft PEIR_032910.doc
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Response to Letter LO27 (Doug Kimsey, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, April 8, 2010)

LO27-1
Comment of support is acknowledged.
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